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The seventeen national organizations listed belowl/ (the 

"Diversity and Competition Supporters") respectfully submit these 

Supplemental Comments in response to the m i b u s  NPF04.Z-I 

Diversity and Competition Supporters represent the interests of 

the nation's minority media consumers .L /  

Supplemental Comments is respectfully requested. a/ 

The 

Consideration of these 

- 1/ Review of the Commission's Broadcast OwnershiD Rules and 
Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (NPRM), 17 FCC Rcd 18503 (2002) 
("Omnibus NPRM") . 

- 2/ The Diversity and Competition Supporters include: 

American Hispanic Owned Radio Association 
Civil Rights Forum on Communications Policy 
League of United Latin American Citizens 
Minority Business Enterprise Legal Defense and Education Fund 
Minority Media and Telecommunications Council 
National Asian American Telecommunications Association 
National Association of Latino Independent Producers 
National Coalition of Hispanic Organizations 
National Council of Churches 
National Council of La Raza 
National Hispanic Media Coalition 
National Indian Telecommunications Institute 
National Urban League 
Native American Public Telecommunications, InC. 
PRLDEF-Institute for Puerto Rican Policy 
UNITY: Journalists of Color, Inc. 
Women's Institute for Freedom of the Press 

- 3/ The views expressed in these Supplemental Comments are the 
institutional views of the Diversity and Competition Supporters, 
and do not necessarily reflect the individual views of each of 
their respective officers, directors, advisors or members. 

- 4 /  
(NABOB) had sought additional time to accommodate scholars and 
expert witnesses who were unavailable during the fall grading 
period and the holidays. This request was denied by Order, 
DA 02-3575 [released December 23, 2002). Consequently, on 
January 2, 2003, the Diversity and Competition Supporters timely 
filed 147 pages of Comments without material contained herein. 
Inasmuch as this Supplement is filed before the deadline for reply 
comments. leave is respectfully sought for its inclusion in the 
record and its treatment as part of our Comments, nunc Dro tunc. 

MMTC and the National Association of Black Owned Broadcasters 
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I. Minority Media Ownersh- 

The Omnibus N P M  posed the question of "whether" the 

Commission "should consider such diverse ownership as a goal in 

this proceeding." Id., 17 FCC Rcd at 18521 ¶50. Our Initial 

Comments addressed this question at length. Initial Comments, 

pp. 7-81 (the issue); pp. 82-141 (proposed solutions). 

To further illuminate the importance of this issue in 

structural ownership policymaking, MMTC commissioned the "Survey 

of Recent Literature on Minority Media Ownership" ("Minority 

Ownership Literature Survey"), Exhibit 1 hereto.51 MMTC also 

secured the statements of four respected authorities on minorities 

and the rnedia.61 These conclusions can be drawn from the recent 

literature and the statements of MMTC's experts.l/ 

i/ Karin L. Stanford and Valerie C. Johnson, "Survey of Recent 
Literature on Minority Media Ownership," Minority Media and 
Telecommunications Council, January, 2003 (Exhibit 1 hereto). The 
curriculum vitae of Dr. Stanford, Dr. Johnson, and our expert 
witnesses (E n. 6 infra) are available upon request. 

- 61 Our expert witnesses are Dr. Hubert Brown, Assistant 
Professor of Broadcast Journalism, S.I. Newhouse School of Public 
Communications, Syracuse University (Exhibit 3). Dr. Jannette L. 
Dates, Dean of the Howard University School of Communications 
(Exhibit 4), Dr. C. Ann Hollifield, Associate Professor and 
Coordinator of the Michael J. Faherty Broadcast Management 
Laboratory in the Department of Telecommunications, Henry W. Grady 
College of Journalism and Mass Communication, University of 
Georgia (Exhibit 5 )  and Dr. Philip Napoli, Assistant Professor of 
Communications and Media Management at the Graduate School of 
Business, Fordham University (Exhibit 6). 

- 71 References to studies annotated i n  the Minority Ownership 
Literature Survey are given by the name of the lead author and the 
page number within the Minority Ownership Literature Survey on 
which the study is discussed "Ryu (1)"). References to the 
expert witness' statements are given by the name of the expert and 
the exhibit number of his or her statement (e.q. "Dates, Ex. 4 " ) .  



1. Minority commercial broadcast ownership is increasing 
very slowly, without keeping pace with the growth of the 
industry as a whole. Ryu (1). 

2. Empirical evidence has shown a positive correlation 
between minority ownership and content diversity in the 
media. Ryu (l), Santa Clara University (2), Ivy 
Planning Group (2), Squires ( 5 ) ,  Jacobs (7), MTDP (9), 
Wildman (13) (with qualifications), Craft (14). Mason 
(14), Dates (Ex. 4 ) .  and Napoli (Ex. 6). Media products 
are people-driven, in the sense that the quality of the 
product that the consumer receives is a direct 
reflection of the knowledge, expertise, and talent of 
the individuals who created the product. Thus, the more 
diverse the pool of people putting together the product, 
the higher the quality and the greater diversity of 
content of the product. In that regard, minority 
ownership promotes diversity. Hollifield (Ex. 5); see 
also Brown (Ex. 3 ) ,  Dates (Ex. 4) and Napoli (Ex. 6). 

3. Minority media ownership also promotes competition and 
efficiency. Brown (Ex. 3 ) ,  Hollifield (Ex. 5). 

4. Most minorities tend to be vastly underincluded in 
television prime time programing, and their portrayals 
tend to embody invidious stereotypes. Mastro ( 3 ) ,  and 
Goodale (5). Minorities are seldom included as sources 
in network newscasts and in public radio. FAIR (7), and 
Rendall ( 8 ) .  Homogeneity in television programming is 
driven by the fact that large blocks of viewers with 
similar tastes exert inordinate influence on the supply 
of programs. Wildman (13). 

5. The mass dissemination of stereotypes continues to have 
a profound dialogue on our public space. Racial cues 
and codes, transmitted in the media, may substantially 
influence citizens’ political judgments. Such cues not 
only trigger the association between racial perceptions 
and political ideology but in turn prompt individuals to 
become more ideologically distinct in their political 
evaluations. Domke ( 2 ) ,  Dixon (6) , and Domke ( 7 )  . 

6. Our society is much more multicultural that the industry 
realizes, and misunderstandings arise among those who 
voices are excluded. When certain segments of society 
are invisible or stereotyped in the media, 
discrimination against them tends to be regarded as 
socially acceptable. Dates (Ex. 4). 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10 

11 

12 

The paucity of African American writers on prime time 
television dramas (and their clustering on two primarily 
African American UPN programs) have led to charges of 
discrimination. Frutkin ( 5 ) .  Minorities also continue 
to be underincluded in broadcast newsrooms. Editor & 
Publisher (7). 

Discrimination and its present effects have constrained 
the number of small, women owned and minority owned 
broadcast licensees. Ivy Planning Group (2) and (11). 

Lack of access to capital has contributed substantially 
to the low level of minority broadcast ownership. NTIA 
(9), MTDP (9), Braunstein (12), Hollifield (Ex. 5). 

Private equity funding for minority broadcast ventures 
is inhibited by several factors, including lack of 
referrals and connections, cultural differences, 
investors' belief that minorities lack experience, and 
marginal proposals accepted when presented by whites but 
not by minorities. Fried (15). One creative strategy 
to increase minority ownership is "equity pooling", 
under which investors combine their funds into a common 
pot, with each investor bidding for the pot, the winner 
being the low bidder. Chinloy (8). 

Radio stations that target programing to minority 
listeners are unable to earn as much revenue per 
listener as stations that air general market 
programing. Minority owned radio stations also earn 
less revenue per listener than comparable majority 
broadcasters. 91% of minority radio broadcasters 
surveyed indicated that they had encountered "dictates" 
not to buy advertisements on their radio stations; 
typically, these "dictates" were "no Urban/Spanish" or 
$\no minority." Ofori (4). 

Media consolidation is increasing rapidly. Compaine 
(17). Consolidation has coincided with hostility toward 
and lack of support for minority ownership. De France 
Washington (17), and Hammond (18). Minorities were 
largely excluded from media ownership until the 1970s. 
Dates (Ex. 4 ) .  Since then, FCC structural ownership 
policies have exacerbated minority underinclusion in 
broadcast ownership. MTDP ( 9 ) ,  Ivy Planning Group i l l ) ,  
Wilson (ll), Ofori (15), Chester (16), and Brown 
(EX. 3 ) .  overly restrictive FCC financial 
qualifications standards a l s o  impeded minority ownership 
between 1965 and 1981. Braunstein (12). FCC policies 
affecting minority ownership impose quantifiable costs 
on minority communities. Braunstein (12). 
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13. FCC policies promoting minority ownership were flawed 
inasmuch they they created financial incentives for 
nominority owners to sell to minori-ties, but there were 
no corresponding incentives to keep those stations in 
the minority community or make those stations 
profitable. Wildman (13). 

14. Minority content providers face fewer barriers to entry 
in the Internet and other new media. Napoli (Ex. 6). 
While new technologies offer promise for minorities, 
that promise may not be fulfilled for a number of 
reasons, including adequacy of bandwidth, the digital 
divide, insufficient educational resources and access to 
capital. Ford-Livene (18), and NTIA (19). 
Consolidation in mass-audience media could push 
minorities onto the Internet, where they will likely 
reach a smaller audience. Napoli (Ex. 6). 

11. Media Service to Low Income and Rural Families 

The Omnibus NPRM sought information on: 

whether the level of diversity that the public enjoys varies 
among different demographic or income groups. Although 
access to broadcasting services is available to all 
individuals in a community with the appropriate receiving 
equipment, access to other forms of media typically requires 
the user to incur a recurring charge, generally in the form 
of a subscription fee. Does this or any other differences 
between broadcasting and other media reduce the level of 
diversity that certain demographic or income groups enjoy? 
Does the fact that 86% of American households pay for 
television impact this analysis? What is the extent of any 
disparity in access to diversity, and how should we factor in 
that disparity in our diversity analysis? a/ 
The Diversity and Competition Supporters addressed these 

issues in their Initial Comments, pp. 142-145. To further 

illuminate these issues, MMTC commissioned the "Survey of Recent 

Literature on Media Use by Low Income Families" ("Low Income 

Families Literature Survey") , Exhibit 2 hereto .21 These 

- 8/ Omnibus NPRM, 17 FCC Rcd at 18520 ¶48. 

- 9/ Karin L. Stanford and Valerie C. Johnson, "Survey of Recent 
Literature on Media Use by Low Income Families," Minority Media 
and Telecommunications Council, January, 2003 (Exhibit 2 hereto). 
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conclusions can be drawn from the recent literature on this 

subject . - 10/ 

1. Traditional media may not be the most appropriate or 
effective information channels for conveying pro-social 
messages to young people and low income people. Collins 
(2). For example, low income people seldom regard 
libraries as among their major sources of information; 
the most common information source is friends and family 
members. Armstrong ( 3 ) .  

2. The fundamental issue affecting rural access to digital 
technology is the cost associated with longer distances 
from the customer to the switch. NECA (1). High speed 
Internet service may not be sustainable in many rural 
areas. NECA 1 8 ) .  Low income, high cost rural areas are 
being bypassed by service providers. Bowser (3) 

3. The FCC should examine the impact of its media policies 
on journalism in general and civic discourse in 
particular. Chester (5). Many news stories important 
to low income facilities (e.s. stories about consumer 
f r aud )  fall victim to broadcasters' susceptibility to 
the pressure of large advertisers. Just (6). Media 
concentration can decrease the amount of news and 
information, to the detriment of those relying on free 
media or minority media. Shiver (6), and Consumers 
Union (7). One author theorizes that the 
interconnectedness of the American people may be 
threatened if the Internet evolves in a manner that 
tends to limit access to competing views on public 
issues. Sunstein (4) . 

4. In 2000, the fully connected constituted 36% of the 
population with an ISP or high speed Internet access at 
home; the partially connected constituted 17% with basic 
Internet or e-mail service at home; the potentially 
connected constituted 21% who had no Internet service 
but do own a computer or have a cellular phone, and the 
disconnected constituted 26% who did not have any 
Internet services and did not have a computer or a cell 
phone. Cooper (1). Low income persons, the elderly and 
minorities were more likely to be among the 
disconnected. Cooper (I), NTIA (4), Goslee (4). 

lo/ References to studies annotated in the Low Income Families 
Literature Survey are given by the name of the lead author and the 
page number within the Low Income Families Literature Survey on 
which the study is discussed (e.cr. "NECA (1)"). 
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5. What we refer to as the "digital divide" affecting rural 
and low income households is unlikely to disappear in 
the foreseeable future. Cooper (1). Those not online 
may be cut off from important activities, such as 
business information, advertising and job listings, and 
for interactions with government officials. Cooper (1). 

6. The digital divide is n o t  caused by a failure of those 
without access to appreciate the importance of 
technology; rather, it results from a maldistribution of 
skills and opportunities. Cooper (1). 

Conclusion 

These findings contribute to the framework for Commission 

action to preserve and promote minority ownership, and for the 

avoidance of regulations grounded on a numerical count of media 

voices that includes outlets unavailable to low income and rural 

consumers 

January 27, 2003 

Respectfully submitted, 

D C w i d H W  

David Honig 
Executive Director 
Minority Media and 

3636 16th Street N.W. 
Suite BG-54 
Washington, D.C. 20010 

dhonig@crosslink.net 

Counsel for Diversity and 
Competition Supporters 

Telecommunications Council 

(202) 332-7005 
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SUItVE\’ OF RECENT LITERATURE ON MINORITY MEDIA OWNERSHJl’ 

DI.. Kai.in L. Stanford, President and Research Consultant, Stanford a n d  Associates 
Dr. Valerie C‘. Johnson, Assistant Professor, University of Illinois, Chicago 

A.  Is niinoi.ity owncrsliip a iiecessarv foal of mcdia ownership regillation? 

2.  Iloes iniiioritv media owiicrship promote competition? 

a . Which media iiidnstrv operates more cfficicntly: one that 
excludes minorities or one that incliides minorities? 

h. Which nicdia industry competes more effectively against other 
media” one that excludes minorities. or  one that includes 
minorities? 

llyii, Scung Kwan, “Justifying the FCC’s Rlinority Preference Policies,” 
C~~~~r r i i r r r~ icn i io r~ ,s  nridtlte Lniv, March 2001, Val. 23 Issue 1, p. 61. 

Il i is  x l i c l e  investigates liow courts iavc uscd cmpirical evidence as the rationale for 
their decisions i n  cases regarding the FCC’s niinoi-ity broadcasting and equal protcction 
politics. It also explores \vliicli standard of rcview should be mol-c appropriate in 
applying the FCC’s minority broadcasting and equal protection policies to enhance 
tiivci-sity in  U.S. broadcasting. 

The s tudy ai-gues that tlie recent deregulation ti-end of the overall teleconimunications 
industry and the resulting trcnd toward media consolidation has led to a decline in the 
iitiinbei. o f  hi.oadcast owncrs, threatening minority employment opporhlnities and 
clivcrsity in  Ihc broadcast iildusti-y. Minority commcrcial broadcast owi~ership showed a 
ncgligiblc increase o f .  I %, from 2.5%) in 1997 to 2.9% in 1998, a net gain of fifteen 
stations. I t  lias not kept pace with tlic developments within the industry as a whole. 
Accui-ding to tlie author, “minority ownership of commercial broadcast stations is at a 
lower IcvcI today than it was in 1994 and 1995.” Minority broadcasters are finding i t  
increasingly difficult to compete in  the rapidly consolidating broadcast industry. 

Tn this context, tlic aiithor maintains that thcrc arc ample grounds for a compelling 
interest i n  remedying the past discrimination to increase diversity in  broadcasting in the 
United States, considering thc decreasing proportion of minority owned stations and 
persistent ingrained problenis in portraying and representing viewpoints of minorities in 
thc historical as wcll as societal coiitexts. 

Tlic a t i I I w  cciiicludcs t h a t  intcrinediatc scrutiny would be a more appropriate test than 
strict sci.utiny in dcciding the constitutionality of the FCC’s minority preference policies. 
Further, courts no[ only should address historical and societal discrimination, but also 
should no t  ignore empirical evidence as their rationale, which already has shown a 
positive cori-dation between iiiinority ownership and program diversity in broadcasting. 

1 



, 
3 .  Does minnritv media ownership promote diversity? 

a. Is a media industrv that excludes minorities less respoiisive tn 
conimunity needs aiid interests than a media industrv that 
includes minorities? 

b. I s  a media industry that excludes minorities less likely to include 
certaiii viewpoints than a media industrv that includes minorities’? 

“Diversity of Programming i n  the Broadcast Spectrum: Is There  a Link Between 
Owner  Racc or Etliiiicity and News and Public Affairs Programming,” Santa  Clara 
Uiiiversity and University of’ Missouri, December 1999. 

The ini:ijor findings of this rcport intlicate that: minority-owned radio stations were far 
iiioi’c l ikcly to clioose a pi’ograiu format that appeals paiticularly to a minority audience; 
iiiinoi’ity-owiicd I-adio stations wcre more likely to providc iicws and public affairs 
~irogramining on cvcnts or issucs of particular concern to minorities; minority-owned 
radio stations report greater racial diversity of on-air talent; and of radio stations that 
reported tailoring national news stories to the local coniinunity, minority-owned stations 
wcrc far niorc likely to tailor the story to ininority coinniunity concerns. 

“R4arliet Eiitry Barriers, Discrimination and Changes i n  Broadcast and Wireless 
Licensing: 1950 to Present,” Ivy Planning Group LLC, Rockville, Maryland, 
Dcceinber 2000. 

The sludy reports that minority-owned businesses are more integrated into, aligned with, 
and responsive to the local corn~nuiiities that they serve. Their declining participation in 
hroadcast and wii-clcss owiic~-ship, “lias resulted iii a diminished concern for local issues 
aiid needs, which lias led to a loss of diversity ofviewpoints.” 

Furtllcr, [he authors niaintaiii that discriminatioii and its present day effects have resulted 
i n :  fcwcr s ina l l ,  wonien and niinority broadcast licensees; fewer broadcast stations aiid 
wii.cIcss Iiccnscs owned and operated by sinall, women and nlinority licensees; and fewer 
coiniuunitics scrvcd by 1oc;il and coinniunity-based small ,  womcn and minority licensces. 

Doinkc, David, “Racial Cues and Political Ideology: An Eaaminatioii of Associative 
S’riming,” C ~ i i i i i ~ ~ ~ i i i i ~ f l t ; ~ i ~ i  I(esecir.ch, December 2001, Vol. 28 Sssue 6, p. 112. 

‘This research thcorizes tha t  the presetice or absence in political conversation of racial 
cLIcs-ih;it is, referciiccs by clitcs a i d  ncws media to iniages conifnolily understood as 
ticd to Iiarticular racial or ctlinic group-may substantially influence whcther citizens’ 
i.acial cognilions contribute to tlicir political jodgincnts. In particular, such symbolic cues 
in  tliscourse may activate a i l  important linkage between an individual’s racial perceptions 
a n d  political ideology, which some scholars suggest have become closely intertwined in 
tlic U.S. political environinent. 

3 



Tlic study conducts an experiment iii wliicli the news discourse about crinie was 
systeinaticnlly altered-as including racial cues or iiot-within controlled political 
information environments to examine I J O W  individuals process, interpret, and use issue 
forination in  forming poli t ical judgments. The findings suggest that racial cues not only 
triggcr thc association betwccn racial pcrccptions and political ideology but in tu rn  
prompt individuals to becomc niore ideologically distinct i n  their political evaluations. 

Tlic rcscarcli pi-ovidcs evidence of the impoitance and influence of racial cues in 
tiiscoursc hy politicians, interest groups, and news mcdia. Most notable in this study is 
l l ia t  political ideology w:is linltcd with pcrceptioiis of both African Americans and 
1 lispaiiics, wliich suggcst that for inany individuals, racial and ethnic stcrcotypes become 
hoth cogiiitively embedded and politically enineslied. According to the author, “it seems 
Iplausihlc that many White Americans, iii particular, may have a people-of-color schema 
that integares perceptions of various iion-WIiite populations while also linking these 
pcrccptions to a range of political judgments.” 

Mastro, Daii;~ E., “The Portrayal of Racial Minorities 011 Prime Time Television,” 
, J O U V H U ~  ~ f ’ l ? ~ ~ ~ o d ~ n ~ ~ i / i g  & Eleccrouic Merlin, Fall 2000, Vol. 44 Issue 4, p. 690. 

111 this study, a one-week sample ofprime time television (8-1 I p.m.) for ABC, CBS, 
Fox, and NRC was constructed to represent broadcast entertainment programming for 
1996. 111 a systcmatic content analysis, the frequencies and attributes of ethnic minority 
and majority chi-acters wcre documentetl, with paiticular attention to Latinos and thcir 
interaclioii with other TV characters. The study’s findings update the current status of 
minority portrayals aiid identify prcvalent attributes of minority poi-trayls that may impact 
viewer perceptioiis. 

Thc O V C I . : ~  racial breakdown for individual cIJai.acters appearing in the full sample in 
1996 prime time telcvision programs found: 80% of thc inaiii and minor characters wcrc 
Caucasian, and 52% ofthe Caucasians were i n  main roles; 16% were African American, 
and  56‘%, of them were in main roles; 3% oftliem were Latinos, and 44% o f  them were i n  
Inaili loles: I ‘Y, were Asian Americaiis. There were 110 Native Americans. 

Tlic pattcrn of iiiclusion of  African Americans and the near exclusion of all other ethnic 
minoritics has bcen continued, maintains tlie author. Race of tclcvision charactcr was 
strongly rclatcd to program type: 77% of Latino appeal-ances were on crime shows, 51% 
of Caucasians were on situation comedies, and African Americaiis were pi-imai-ily 
distributed betweeii sitcoms (34%) and crime sliows (40%). 

~ u n ~ e I s a r i o n i ~ l  and pelsonal attributes among these racial groups were examined. 
h i n o s  worc significantly more acccssories and jewelry than Caucasians. African 
Aniericans were niore provocative in  their drcss than Caucasians, aiid less professional in 
tlieir drcss than were Caucasians. Latino characters fell betwecii the two groups on both 
attire measures. Latinos were best groomed and the African Americans least well 
grooiiieci. Conversations involving Latinos were most tense and least spontaneous, 



particulai-ly when compared to African Anicrican character conversations; Caucasians 
f c l l  between these two groups on both itcms. Conversation topics also varied by race. 
Tlic pretloininate topics for Latinos centered on crime and violence (30%) and domestic 
ISSLICS (28%). Rusiiiessiprofessioiial issucs were the most coininon topic among 
Caucasians, a t  29%, with crime second at 19%. For African Americans. business, 
pel-soni ~~clationsliips and socialilcistirc issues cadi accounted for 17% of thcir topics; 
crime was no1 among their top three topics of conversation. 

0f‘oi.i. Koli Asiedu, “\Ylieii Being No. 1 Is Not Enough: The Impact of Advertising 
Prncticcs on Minority-Owned mid Minority Formatted Broadcast Stations,” A 
Report Prepared by the Civil Rights Forum oil Communications Policy. Submitted 
to the Office of Coinmimications Business Opportunities, Federal Communications 
Commission, Washington, D.C., 1999. 

Tlic study, based upon 1996 data for 3,745 radio stations, indicates that stations that 
target programming to minority listeners are unable to earn as inuch revenue per listener 
as stations t h a t  air gcneral market programming. Thc study also suggests that ininoi-ity- 
o\vncd radio statioiis eain lcss revenue pel- listcncr than majority broadcasters that own a 
coin 1p;i riib I e inuniber of  stat ions lint ion w idc. 

The disparitie~ in advertising perloi-mance may be attributed to a variety of factors 
incliiding economic efticiencics derived fioin common ownership, assessments of listener 
iiicoiiic and spcnding pattcrns, or ethniciracial stereotypcs that influence the inedia 
buying process. As prcliminary findings, the anecdotal and quantitative evidencc 
suggests that certain practices in  the advertising industry undermine marketplace 
coinpetition and IFirst Amendment principles favoring diversity of viewpoint. 

~l’lic study recoininends fiirtlicr research that is sufficiently funded to ftilly examine its 
pi-climiiiary findings. Tlic study also rccoinmends that the federal government, based 
upon sobscqucnt rcscarch and public conimcnt, develop a policy statement on advertising 
placticcs and issue an cxecutivc order prohibiting federal agencies from contracting with 
ad ;agencies that  engage in unfair or discriininatory advertising practices. With regard to 
the private sector, broadcasters, advei-tisers, and ad agencies should adopt a voluntary 
code of conduct that pi-ohibits “no UrhadSpanisIi dictates” and “minority discounts” and 
that prolnotcs a broad and diverse range of progi-amming of all Amcricans. 

Ninety-one percent of minority radio broadcastcrs responding to the study survey 
indicated that they had eiicountered “dictates” not to buy advertisements on their radio 
statioiis. Efforts to overcome “dictates” with market research that justifies ads 011 
minol.ity-forrnatted stations wcre most co~ninonly met with no response or no rescission 
(3f 1 1 1 ~  tficlatc by advcitiscrs or ad agencies. Suivcy respondents also estimated tllat sixty- 
one pcrcciit of tlic advei.tiscments purchased on their stations WCI-e discounted. Forty- 
firul- (percent estiinated that “no UrbaiiiSpanish dictates” and “minority dictates” interfere 
with their ability to raise capital and to acquire minority-formatted stations, and also 
deti-act froin the value of iniuority-formatted statiolls when they are being sold. 

A 



Coodale, Gloria, “TV in Black and White,” Clrristinti Science Mo~ii /or. ,  11/20/98, Vol. 
90 Issue 250, p. 13. 

The article focuses on Afi.icaii Americans in television pi-ograms in the United States in 
1998. It n o t a  that tlierc is no single show that defines a black gcneration. Further, 
tclcvision progi-atns about racial issucs to simply iiicluding people of other races. Thc 
article contends that social issues must be dcalt with before television will stop focusing 
on race. The disappcarance of a single representation of blacks has brought about more 
diveue and rciilistic images. 

Friitkiii, Alaii James ,  “Uphill Battle,” iMedinweek, 11/15/99, Vol. 9 Issue 43. 

Tlic at.ticlc cx;nnines a survcy addiessing the employmcnt discrinlination of African 
,~iiiei-ic;in television \vi-itcrs in the Uiiitetl States. According to the survey coiiductcd by 
the  Licvci~ly I lills/llollywood braiicli of the National Association for the Advancement of 
Colored People (NAACP), of the 839 writcrs employed on prime-time television drainas 
and  coriicdics (during the 1998 scason), only 55 or 6.6 pcrcent-are African Anierican. 

The s u i ~ e y  notes that 40 of those 55 African American writers are employed at UPN and 
tlie WB, wlicrcas only 15 are employed on sliows that air 011 ABC, CBS, NBC and Fox, 
and that 83 pcrccnt of the 55 were employcd on black-themed shows. Thirty-thrcc 
percent ol‘tliose 55 wi-itcrs were employed on just two shows-UPN’s Moesha a i d  its 
spiii-oft’, Tlic Parkcrs. Thcse facts have led to charges of discrimination, particularly 
wlicii onc considci-s that  whitc writers liavc iiiorc access. According to the study, 
producers on black-thenied shows arc consistently pressured by the networks to hire 
white writers. White producers, on the other haiid, are not similarly pressured to hire 
Africaii American writers. 

Sqiiircs, Catherine R., “Black Talk Radio,” Hnrvrrrd //rrernn/innnl Jourunl of 
Press/Po/itic.s, Spring 2000, Vol. 5 lssiie 2, p. 7 3 .  

This article pi-esents ueseai.ch concerning the relationship between media and public 
spheres througli an investigation of an Afiican American owned and operated talk-radio 
sho\o in Chicago (WVON). The article concludes that, contraly to some scholars’ 
Ipessiniistic vicw of coinmcrcial nicdia’s role in thc decline of the public sphere, the radio 
station poi-ti-aycci is ai integral and uscful institution for the Black public sphcrc in 
Chicago. 

The study reveals l iow African American commuiiity members and listeners use the 
station as a public forum wlicrciii traditional political concerns, as well as identity 

station is owned and operated by Blacks that  i t  is able to draw and sustaiii a substantial 
a n d  loyal audience. Because they trost the station to “talk their talk”, coniinunity 
nieiiibers are enthusiastic about participating in the station’s conversational activities and 
arc cven willing to make personal financial contributions when advertising revenue is 
IOU‘. 

politics, arc aircd and discussed. Further, the article argues that i t  Is precisely because the 



Dixon, Travis, a n d  Daniel Linz, “Racc and the Misrepresentation of Victimization 
on 1,ocal Television News,” Conrrnrriiicniior~ Rcscnrch, October 2000, Vol. 27 Tssiie 5, 
p. 547. 

This ai.ticlc Ipi.o\,ides a coiitciit analysis of a random sample of tclcvision news aircd in 
Los Aiigcles and Orange Counties to assess rcprcsentations of Whites, Blacks, and 
Latinos as crime victims. Intergroup comparisons (Black vs. Whitc and Latino versus 
Wliite) revealed that Whites ai-e nioi-c likely than African Americans and Latinos to be 
pormyed as victims ofcrimc on tclcvision news. 

Inlcridc comparisons (perpetrator and victim) I-evealed that Blacks and Latinos are inore 
likely to hc portrayecl as lawbrenlters than as criine victims. The reverse is true of White 
and Interreality comparisons (television news versus criine reports), which revealed that 
Wliitcs are overrepresented, Latinos are ~indcrrcpreseoted, and Blacks are ncitlier 
overrepresented nor underrepresented as homicide victims on television news conipared 
to crime reports. Converscly, African Americans are ovcrrcprescnted, Latinos are 
ttiiderreprcscnted, and Caucasiaiis arc neither ovet-representcd not undcrrcpi-cscntcd as 
perpetrators on tclcvision ticws. Whites appear to be overrepresented as victims, while 
Blacks are relegated to 1-nles as pct-pctrators, and Latinos are largely absent on television 
IICWS. 

According to the author, c x p o s ~ ~ ~ - c  to the ncws inay lead to a cultivation effect, whereby 
viewers come to bclicvc that the rcal world is similar to tlic tclcvision world. Further, 
White viewers w h o  regularly watch tclcvision news inay come to overestimate their 
clianccs of victimization and be unrealistically fearful of victimization by Black 
perpeti’ators. 

Doinltc, lhv i c l ,  “The Press, Race ltelations, a n d  Social Change,” Jorrrrrnl of 
Corrrrrirrriictriinrr, Summer 2001, Vol. 51 Issue 2, p. 317. 

Scholars from varying perspectives have suggested that discourse in media content may 
play an important rolc in shaping and reinforcing perceptions of race relations, 
particularly among Whitc Americans. Ilowever, there has  been relatively little 
systematic coilsideration of wliether and, if so, how discourse i n  thc press has contributcd 
ovcr time to relations between Whites and Blacks. 

This study takes u p  this issue by ex;unining the recial ideologies present in coverage by 
14 mainstream newspapers ofU.S. Supreme Court decisions in  1883 and 1896 that 
allowed and then i~istitutionalized “separate but equal” race relations. Findings suggest 
that discourse in  tlic ~iiairistreaiii press eiicouraged racial values and attitudes rliat were 
siniu~tancously bciiig iiistittitional ized in scvcral cultural arenas by social Darwinism, 
Bookcr T. Washington’s accommodationism, and legalized segregation. 



Jacobs, Itoiiald N., Rtrce, Metlirr arid che Crisis qf CivilSociety, (Cambridge, UK: 
Caniliritlge University Press, 2000). 

’[‘lie autlior argucs for tlic itnpottaiicc of tlie Black press. The authors contend that a 
“Rl;rclc prcss” contributcs positivcly and crucially to public discoursc on racial isstics. 

tven a libcral White press, and cvcn tnulticulturalist newspapers such as the Miami 
Hc,i-old (with its Spanish edition) or the Sun Jose Merczu;v N e i w  (with a Spanish and 
Vietnamese edition) apparently cannot function i t n  the same manner. According to the 
author, African Americans lack control over images presented of them and the stories 
told about tlicin to thcir detriincnt a s  well as society’s. 

“A civil socicty consisting of multiple publics q u i r e s  a media system consisting of 
multiple media,” asscr~s  Jacobs. Jacobs focuscs on Los Angeles and specifically the 
1965 cvciits in Watts and iii 1992 following the Rodney King beating trial verdict. 
Contcnt analysis of a Iialfdozcn papers, the leading pairs of Black and White papers in  
NC\Y Yodc City, Los Angcles, and Chicago, rcvcals significant diffcrcnccs. With Watts, 
tiic Wliitc p;ipcrs valorized tlic policc and condeinned tlic riotcrs. Thc Black papers 
convet-scly condenined tlie policc, but took a nuanced view of the rioters as perhaps 
having \vortliwhile goals pui-sued by counterproductive means. 

Iacobs poiti[s out that tlic loss of Black ncwspapers lias not been matched b y  an  opening 
tip of White ncwsliapcrs. If racial jtisticc remains a goal, it will bc ncccssary both to 
prcscr\:c tlic dislinctivcncss of Black iicwspapci’s and to ciisurc tllc intcgration of White 
iiewspnpcrs. 

Editorial, “Explain Diversity Gap,” Editor arid Pub/i.s/rer, 7/16/2001, Vnl. 134 Issue 
28, 11. 14. 

This editorial exatnincs thc dcclinc in  tlic divcrsiiication of daily newspapers. According 
to the author, TV news is doing a far betterjob than daily newspapers. Journalists of 
color hold 2 I .8% of all jobs i n  English-language TV newsrooms. When Spanish- 
language stations are added, the percentage of minority TV journalists climbs to 24.6%. 
Hy contrast, people of color held .just 11.6% of doily newspapel.journalisinjobs-a 
decline horn 2000. 

Accolding to thc author, i t  is true that t l ie threat or  losing their federal license makes 
hl-oadcasters far more scnsitive to dcmands for diversity. Nonetheless, TV n e w  is hardly 
perfect. Minorities account for just 6.5% of news directors at English-language stations, 
in i t  9% of newspaper supervisors. 

“Who’s on the NCWS,” Fairness & Accuracy in Reporting (FAIR), J u n e  2002. 

This study exainincs racial and gender bias in network news sources (ABC World News 
Toiiight, CBS Evening News and NBC Nightly News) in 2001, aiid finds that 92 percent 
ofa l l  U.S. sources interviewed were white, 85 percent were inalc and, where party 
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:iftiliation was identifiablc, 75 percent were Republicm. According to the report, big 
business was also overrepresented. I n  a year in which the country lost 2.4 million jobs. 
coiporatc represcntatives appeared about 35 times niore frequently than did uiiior 
~~eprcsciitativcs, accountiiig for 7 percent of souices versus labor’s 0.2 percent. 

Racial iiiihalanccs in  sourcing were dl.aniatic across tlic board. Ninety-two percent of 
sources were white, 7 pel-ccnt werc black, 0.6 percent were Latino, 0.6 percent were 
i\~.ab-AiiicIican, iiiid 0.2 perccnt wei-e Asian Amclican. Out o f a  total of 14,632 sourccs, 
only oiic (on NBC)  was idcntified as Native Amcrican. 

Ileiitlall, Steve, :ind Will Creeley, “White Noise: Voices of Color Sc;trce on U I - ~ ~ I I  
Public R:idio, fi.vlrn, Fairness Sr Accuracy in Reporting (FAIR), October 2002. 

The ai-ticic i’cpoi-ts findings of an Extra survey of public radio stations iii seven U.S. 
ui-ban marltets (KCRW in  Los Angeles, KQED in  San Francisco, WBEZ in  Chicago, 
WNYC in New Yo]-k City, WAMU in Washington, D.C., WABE in Atlanta, and  WLRN 
in  Miaiiii). According to sut-vey results, tlie doniinnnt voices on the leading public radio 
stations arc ovci-wlielmingly white (88 pcrccnt) and prcdominantly malc (69 percent). 

The dominance of whitc, inale voices contrasts with public radio’s professed mission of 
inclusiveiiess, especially wlicii considering the diversity of the metropolitan areas the 
stalioiis SCI-VC. 

Cli i nlo y, Peter, “ Equity Pooling and Media Ownership,” Federal Conini nnicnfions 
Law Jorrrnal, Vol. 51, No. 3, p. 557-575, May 1999. 

This article exainincs iiiethods to increase the diversity o f  ownership ofincdia outlets. 
According to tlie author, thei-c are several reasons why public policy niiglit be focused in 
this dircclioii. First, thc rncdia has a public goods characteristic whcrc privatc pricing is 
not proportional to the bcncfits obtained by ally onc consumer. With high fixcd costs imd 
virtually [ io iiiaigiiial costs, tlicrc are bai-riers to cnti-y for capital constrained entities. 
Sccoiid, t l i t  iiiedia disseininates education and cultuiq which are not hoiiiogeneous. 
Third, corpoi.ate ownership may target programming and content toward median and 
rcprcscntative consumers, rcstricting access to a diverse audience. 

Tlic article offers a proposal for pooling cqiiity for purchasc of media properties. It is 
based on widespread practices for savings pooling used i n  inner city and immigrant 
coiiiniuiii tics, but with certain wrinkles that facilitate securitization, diversification, and 
inci-eased access. The basis of the contract is tlie rotating saving and credit amount used 
to pool savings to achieve capital accumulation. These accounts provide funds for a 
dowii payment 011 a house or to buy a sinall business. Investors combine their funds into 
3 coinmoii pot. Each ItivcstoK bids for the pot, the winner being tile low bidder. 

To apply the equity pooling concept to the purchase of media properties requires 
~nodification of existing arrangements. For the media pool, investors receive a package 



of two assets: a retiirn aiitl a iiianageiiient right. They are required to participate in a 
sei.ies of invcst~ncnts, although they can transfer their slot by sale to another investor, 

The article outlines a n  implemcntablc strategy for cxpanding ownership of nicdin 
propci-tics. l‘lic sti-atcgy acliicvcs tlivcrsification and is incentivc compatible by 
eshblisliing bidding markcts for innnagcincnt and contcnt. Divci-sification reduces thc 
risk of  concentrating on one property and one tnarket. Setting u p  niarkets for 
managemcnt, \vi tli  Icq~iii~ements that niaiiagcmcnt hold a substantial equity position, 
reduces the ~endciicy to tn;ixiiiiize expenses and shifts them toward maximizing profits, 
while attaining cultural objectives. 

C .  

“Ch;inges, Challenges, and Charting New Courses: Minority Commercial Broadcast 
Owiiei~sliip i l l  the United States,” National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration (December 2002). 

Whv is minoritv participation in media ownership so slight? 

In x l d i t i c m  tcl providing a history of National Tclccotnn~unications Infonnation 
Adminishation’s (NTL A) role i i i  promoting minority ownership, this report also provides 
important h t a  011 the ctirrciit status of diversity in  broadcasting. Ovcrall, NTlA concltides 
tha t  the r~~~~-c scn t a t i o i i  of minoritics i n  broadcast ownership is low, in coinparison to the 
overall minority population a n d  non-minority ownership totals. Data indicates that this 
undcrrc~~rcsc~it~it ion is dircctly rclatcd to tlic lack of access to invcstnient capital and thc 
lack of Icgislation aiid policy initiatives to promote minority ownci-ship. The disparitics 
emplinsize the continuiiig need for initialives that address those issues, which prevent 
minoritics from fully participating i n  telecotniiiit~iications ownership. 

Miiiority Comniercial Broadcast Owiiership in the United States, A Report of the 
Minority Teleconimiinications Dcvclopment Program, National 
Telecoin~nrrnic;~tions And Information Administration ;ind United Statcs Dept. of 
Commcrce, 1997. 

Tlie report provides rcscarch data 011 the underrepresentation o f  minority broadcast 
owncrsliip. It also seeks to determine the source of the underrepi-esentation. According to 
tlic rcport, historically, minority broadcast owlieus and advocates for minority broadcast 
owncrsliip lxivc argucd that this ~~iidci-rcp~-cscntation is due to the lack of access to 
investment capital and the lack of policies and incentives designed to promote minority 
ownership i n  thc tclecoininuiiicatioi~s industry. Tlie Minority Telecomniunications 
Development Program (MTDP) has gathered anecdotal and enipirical data that support 
this c la im Rcsc;ii-cIi indicate that minorities still lack access to the capital necessary to 
dcvclop broadcasting busincsses, and that tlierc arc iiow fcwer policy illitiatives and 
inccntivc-based programs for ininoi-ity coinn~crcial broadcast ownership than there was in  
I990 when MTDP condircted its initial broadcast ownership survey. Moreover, changes 
iii intlustry ~iolicies and government regulations have increased statio11 prices, reduced 
owiiei.sliip diversity, increased the challenges faced by minority cornniercial station 
owners competing for advcrtising revenues, rescinded key incentive-based programs 
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designctl to eiicouragc minority ownei-ship in comniercial broadcasting, and ultimately, 
increased concentration of inedia owncrsliip. 

The first significant change occurred i n  1990, whcn the FCC declined to extend 
cnliancement credits for minority ownership under diversification of ownership critcrion 
i n  coinparativc hearing processes. Pcrhaps the most significant change in commercial 
radio broadcasting occtirrcd i n  September 1992, whcn the FCC relaxed the national 
ow~nc~-s I i i~~  caps to allow a single licensee to own up to I8 A M  and 18 FM stations 
nntionwidc. Local owncrsliip rules similarly were modified to permit a single owncr to 
o\vn an increased number of stations within a local niarltet, depending 011 market size, 
Thc inilcs also provided that a n  entity could hold a noli-controlling intercst in  an 
additional three stations in each scrvicc if minorities or small businesses controlled those 
stations. Most large grotip owners have not taken advantage of this incentive. Thc 
increase i n  national ownership limits has resulted in a dramatic increase in the number of 
co~nniercial i.adio stations controlled by a single entity, an increase i n  station prices, and 
thc growth of competing nicdin in  recent years. This is extreinely problematic 
considcring tha t  large gmup owners have significant control over the local media 
mai~ltctplacc mid an advantage in  dominating attractive advertising demographics and 
dictating the ternis for ad\~ertising. This kind of control by large group owners will make 
i t  iiicrcnsingly difticult for minority owned stations to compete i n  tlie marketplace. 
Consequently, the current limits will drive minorities out of broadcast ownership and 
preclude new minority owners from entering the industry. 

I n  addition to the FCC's relaxation of ownership caps, i n  1995, Congress repealed the 
minority tax certificate program th;it pi-ovided tax benefits to the seller of a media 
pIoperty who sold to a minority investor. Further, the 1995 Supreme C.otirt ruling in  
Arr'nrnfzd Com?li-uclor,s, /nc. 13. Penn, that race-based preferences awarded by the federal 
govcrnmcnt arc subject to a standard of strict scrutiny, has created new challenges for 
dcsigning govcrnmcnt inceiitivc programs that arc based on race. Minority advocates 
fear that these changes threaten the future of govcrnrncnt incentive prograins for 
minorities. 

The lpassage ol'tlie Telecommi~nicatio~is Act of I996 created even more deregulation in 
coinniercial broadcasting. Its attempt to increase competition drove station prices to their 
iighcst Icvcls. Undcr the provisions of the 1996 Act, a single company can have radio 
holdings i n  a market tha t  :ire substantial enough to result in its control o f u p  to 40 pcrccnt 
of tlie advertising revent~e in that market. Minority owners now face increasing difficulty 
in  generating reventles tl~at are sufficient to maintain viable businesses in markets where 
one company cxcrcises this degree of control. 

~ h c  rcpo~-i concludes that minority broadcast owncrship is desirable because i t  enllances 
diversity of viewpoint and minority broadcast cinployment. The rcport also concludes 
that i t  is time for rcncwed examination and public debate about the i~upact  of 11ledia 
concentration, and the importance of niinority ownership to localisni, diversity and 
universal service. Policymaltel-s, legislators, and industry professionals in both the pllblic 



and private sectors need to think anew about wliicli tools and  mctliods will effectivcly 
iiicreasc minority participation in  the broadcast and telccoinniunications industries. 
NTlA Iiiis argued consistently that divcrsily ofownership provides for niulticultural 
exprcssion and awareness, a n d  liclps bring focus to issues of particular iinpoitance to 
individual coinmuiiitie~. I n  addition, minority owned f i i -ms  tcnd to hire minorities 
more oftcii than inowminority firins, and oftcn i n  professional positions. NTlA belicvcs 
[hilt tlicsc are inipottant goals and wil l  continue to work to bring these issues to the fore. 

“M;irliet Entry Barriers, Discriniiiiatioii and  Changes iii  Broadcast and  Wireless 
Liceosiog: 1950 to Preseiit,” Ivy  Planning Group  LLC, Rockville, Maryland, 
Deccmlier 2000. 

This study finds that wonicii and minoritics have faced pcrvasive discrimination. as wcll 
as small busincss market entiy barriers, pai-ticularly in the fifties and sixties. The FCC 
attempted to ameliorate that discrimination in the seventies, eighties and early nineties 
thi-ougli the tax certiticate, distress sales, comparative merit, and lottery preferences. 
According to tlic study, minorities and women made modest gains in broadcast 
owiicrship during this period, amidst persistent capital market discrimination and other 
sinal l  busincss market entry harriers. Howcvcr, those gains were essentially reversed in 
1995, by botli Congress’s elimination of the tax  certificate program and the Supreme 
Court’s dccision i n  Adnmid, which made i t  significantly inore difficult for race- 
conscious rules and policies to be implemented by the FCC. The deregulation and the 
lifting of owncrship caps undci- the Tclcconiinunicatioiis Act of 1996 made these barriers 
ncarly insu~mount;~blc for suii:ill. minority- and women-owncd business attempting to 
thrive or even eiitei- the broadcast industry. 

According to Llie Ivy Planniiig Group, “The sequence of rollbacks of minority and women 
ownershil~ programs and credits, industly-wide del-egulation, industry-wide 
cunsulid;ition, evcn, abscnce of accuratc, up-to-date statistics docuinenting tlic full impact 
un wonicii and minority participation, liavc combined to present significant barriers to 
woineii- and niinori ty- owned businesses being significantly represented in broadcast and 
wire less ownersli i 11.’’  

Wilsoi i ,  Thninss G., Fcifcrnl C f ~ i i i i i i i ~ i i i c o t ~ f ~ i i ’ s  Cnntriiissioit Policies orid fke Grnwfh 
of Miiiorirv Oiviiersltip of Brondcnst Stritionsfioiri 1977 lo 1993: A Criticnl Annlysis 
(Iloward University 1994). 

Wilson’s dissertation is a study of the relationship between the niajor Federal 
Communications Co~nmission’s (FCC) diversity and ownership policies and tlie 
sustained growth of minority ownership of broadcast statiolis between I977 and 1992. 
Tlic policIcs considcrcd arc limited to thc following: ( 1 )  the Conimunications Act of 
1934, wliich i s  treated as background; (2) tlic following 1978 to 1982 policies--tlic 
Minority Ownership Amendnient of 1978 and the Radio Deregulation Amendmcnt of 
1981; (3) t l ie Multiple Ownership Rulc of 1986 which changed ownership Iiniits from the 
7-7-7 Rule to [lie 14-14-14 Rule; (4) the two Multiple Owiiersliip Rule clianges of 1992: 



tlic first occurred i i i  Marc11 1992, changing the limits from the 14-14-14 Rule to the 30- 
30-1 4 Rule, i i t~t l  the second occurred i n  August 1992, changing the limits to the current 
23-23.] 4 Rule; and ( 5 )  the effect of projectcd ownership limit increases through 1993 
and beyond. 

111 csscncc, the collective results of this study suggest that the FCC policies combined 
\villi tliosc of the U.S.  Economic Development Administration (EDA), lending 
institutions and advcrtiscrs, have l i ed  a cumulative adverse effect on the sustained growth 
of minority owiiersliip of broadcast stations. This study further contends that because 
wealtli has generally remained in  the top 5% of the population, the majority of broadcast 
stations rcniain i n  thc hands of a few. 

The study rccommends that future FCC diversity policies should not be developed i n  a 
vacuum. Thcse policies slio~tld include more economic development aspects, cspecially 
equitable access to capital for station start-up, maintenance, and expansion. 

The i i u ~ l i o ~  contcnds that i t  is bccause of thc  actualiperccived power of the media 
(cspccially tlie electronic media) to intlucnce change, and their potential as a mirror of all 
I i u m a n  existcnce, that minorities demand to become broadcast property owncrs. As such, 
thcy can control and/or infl~icncc thc interpretation of the “labels and images” of 
thcniscIvcs that :ITC presented by those inedia. Additionally, it is possible and probable for 
ininoi.ity ownership and managenwit to make program content diversity available to all 
vicwers in tlic niarkctplacc, thus, incrcasiiig tlic dcinocratization of information and 
decreasing ct~Itui-al and intel Icctnal domination of information. 

R raun~ te in ,  Yale, “The FCC’s Financial Qualification Requirements: Economic 
Evahiatioii of‘a Barr ier  to Entry for Minority Broadcasters,” Fe~lcrnl 
C~~rrrrrrrrrricntioiis Lniv Jorrrrinl, Vol. 53, No. 1 (December 1 ,  2000). 

In  1965, the Federal Comniunicntions Commission articulated certain financial 
requirements that applicants for broadcast licenses must satisfy. Specifically, applicants 
had to show they had sufficient funds to cover application costs, construction costs, and 
the operating expenses for one year witliout any revenue offsets. This standard, known as 
tlie U/mvi,vion rule, was liberalized by the Commission i n  a series of decisions iii 1978, 
1979, and 19x1. In announcing these actions, the Commission explicitly cited its coiiccrii 
about the lcvcl of minority owncrsliip of broadcasters. The Commission considered its 
action to be one that will providc il more reasonable and realistic financial qiialificatioii 
standard for a l l  aura l  applicants and will specifically benefit minority applicants seeking 
entry into the radio broadcast service. The Commission’s decision here is based, in large 
part, 011 the tinding, in  its 1982 Minority Ownership Task Force Report, that station 
h i lnc ing  has bccii a priricipal barrier to minority broadcast ownership. 

B~-aunstcin considers liis article timely bccause of: (1) the renewed interest of the 
Conimissioii in  increasing minority owiiership of broadcasters, (2) the clianges i n  
ownership limits enacted i n  the Telecommunications Act of 1996, and (3) the planned use 
of auctions to award new television broadcast licenses, possibly raising new barriers to 
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thc ciitry ofniiiiorities. Urauiistein’s article focuses on how one might collect and analyze 
cvideticc to inicasurc the ecotioniic cffccts of thc financial qualification requirements. l~lis 
article ignores the questions whether these requirements are politically desirable or 
constitiitionnl, but instcad focuscs on ccolioniic, not legal analysis. I t  exanlines tllree 
tniajor rcsc;ircIi questions: (1 )  did the FCC’s financial qualification rcgulations i l l  thc 
1980s create a n  unrcasooablc disadvantagc to minorities in the award of ncw broadcast 
liccnscs? (2) Can onc nicasu~c tlic ecolioniic cffects on minority broadcasters, on 
minority cmployment, iind on program suppliers’? (3) Can one detect any effect on 
~progranitiiiiig and editorial content of these financial rcqiiireinents? 

Ur:itinstcin scts forth a financial model of an archctypal radio broadcast group that 
cniiblcs tlie cstimritioii of the vcilue of aii individual broadcast propcrty and to the 
calculation of tlic cffccts of varioiis practices and policies on that value. The logic is 
strnightfoi-ward: ii‘a certain practice (e.g., discrimination in  lending) or policy (e.g., 
discontinoatioii of minority tax certificates) raises tlie cost to the entrant, i t  removes 
wealth from the minority community. Regardless of whether the original effect occurs all 
at oncc o r  ovcr scvcrnl years, as in  thc casc ofhiglicl- iiitcrcst rates, the changc in wealth 
is nicasurcd in dollars as a lump sum. For example, the hypothetical data found that a13 
itici-case i n  the intei-est ratc for the loiig-term loan a t  start-up led to a value reduction of 
approxirnatcly $440,000 per station at today’s prices. Using a similar approach, the 
model dcmonstrated that discontinuation of the minority tax certificate program results in 
a loss of va lue  of approximately $1.5 millioii for each station transfer that is affected 
(again, in currcnt dollars). This article addressed h v o  othcr questions in addition to tlic 
effects of‘ barriers to ciitiy on the dctcrmination of valuc. The cffects of barriers on 
cmploymcn~ can be measured within the framework provided here, although this articlc 
does not show any sample c;rlculatioiis. It is liltcly that the largest poition of these cffccts 
will rcsult fioin the “strong”1iarrier cases. If minority groups cannot acquire stations 
hecaiisc of (lie lack of funding, the composition of the workforce docs not change. 

\ViIdmnii, Steveii S. and Tlieornnry Karamanis, “The Economics of’Minority 
Progi~aniiniitg,” i i i  I n i w / i ~ i , y  in Diiwsi[v,  The Aspen Institute (1998). 

‘The prcmisc of this paper is that prograins that can be beneficial to America’s 
unclcrserved population arc undersupplied by the U.S. television industi-y. The authors 
cxaniitie tlic cconoinjc factors contributing to the low supply. With the exception of 
issucs rel;jtcd to minority owncrship, the constraints on supply of minority programs 
relate to the fact that largc blocks of viewers with similar tastes exert inordinate influence 
on the supply of programs. There is evidence to suggest that minority ownership should 
liavc a positive impact on the supply of minority programming, brit the authors do not 
consider that evidence co~icI~isive. It is not clear that FCC programs that promote 
111ino1-ity owriersliip would help, considering that FCC policies create fiiianclaf incelltives 
for tion-minority owners to se l l  to minoritics, but thcre are no corresponding incentives to 
kccki those stations i n  the minority conimiinity. The lack of profitability, i.e. adveltising 
revenue for minority owners reduces the incentive to maintain the media entity in  
tninority hands. Greater protitability for Ininority-controlled media should further 
increase the supply of mitiori ty programs. 



I. What has been the impact of discrimination and its preseiit effects on 
miiioritv media ownership? 

Craft ,  Stephanie Lynn, The I r i i p m t  o J ’ D i v c r . ~  Br~ocrdcost Stntiori Ownership o r 1  
Progrnrr~r~iiiig, S ta II ford University, 2000. 

The rcsLilts of Stephanie Craft’s dissei~tation provide support for FCC policies designed tn  
increase minority broadcast ownership. Her researcli indicates that diverse ownership is 
positively related to diverse programming behavior. 

I n  the thirty yeat’s sincc the Kerner Commission faulted the media for inadequate 
covcragc of minority communities and concerns, the Federal Coiiimutiications 
Commission has undertaken a number of initiatives to increase iuinority participation in  
hroadcasling. Increasing the number of minority broadcast station owners lias been 
considered one way to foster programming divei-sity. Policies to increase ownership 
tlit-ough prcfcrcnccs accoi-ded to minoritics in the liccnsing process, howcvcr. have been 
challcngcd i i i  the courts in part because of a lack of evidence that ownei-ship diversity and 
programming diversity are linked. 

T h i s  study investigates whcthcr a link exists lietwcen ownership and news and public 
;iffairs prograinming diversity. To answcr the question, data on programming and 
pl-acticcs were gathcrcd for a sample of minority- and non-minority-owned radio and 
tclcvision stations operating i n  the same markets ( N  = 2 11). Respondents were people 
with authority ovcr the stalions’ news and public affairs programniing; 30 were station 
owners. Minority- and noli-ininority-owned stations reported significantly different 
prograniniing and practices in three areas: News and public affairs programining targeted 
to minority audiences, involvement of owners i n  decision-making regarding news and 
public affait-s programming, and reliance on audiciice-initiated contact to assess 
atidicncc dcnland. Of eight lhypothescs, six were suppoi-tcd. 

Mason, Laurie, Christine M. Bachcn, and Stephanie L. Craft ,  “Support  For FCC 
Minority Ownership Policy: How Broadcast Station Owner  Race or Ethnicity 
Affects News and Public Affairs Programming Diversity,” Corrrrirrrrricnliorrs Lnw c u d  
Policy, Vol. 6 ,  No 1 (January 2001.) 

This article supports the position that  minority ownership does contribute to broadcast 
diversity, especially in the broadcast of events and issues of presumed interest to minority 
audiences. This article details an investigation of the relationship between the race or 
ethnicity of broadcast station license-holders and the contribution those stations make to 
diversity of ncws and public affairs programming. Several federal policies favorillg 
minority ow~iership of hroadcast liccoses assunied such a relationship, yet 
cmpil.icel evidence of the link was limited. A nationwide telephone survey of 209 llews 
directors at radio and televisioti stations reveals that minority-owned radio statiolhs 
eni~~Ihasi7~c issues of  prcsunied interest to minorities inore than do the nlajority-owned 
couiiterpai-ts. For both television a n d  radio, the percentage of minority news and 
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public at'fiirs staff at a station positively correlates with such programming as well. 
Wlietlier such social scicntific evidence could effectively support a return to minority 
Ipi.cfcr-ence policies is discussed in  light of the current legal climate, which strongly 
clisfavors discl-iinination, however benignly intended, on tlie pait of governinelit. 

Vance H .  Fried, "Private Equity Funding for Minority Media Ownership," Fctleral 
Cr,,,lnrrr,ricatio,fs LNW Joiiriwl, Vol. 51, No. 3, (May 1999), p. 609-626. 

This ai-ticlc details the iiiiportaiice of private equity financing for all sizes and types of 
media conip;inies. Acc,ordiiig to the author, mucli of the rapid growth of the Internet has 
hccn financed by private cquity. The private cquity market is an important soiirce of 
funds for. minority media companies. It  is a large market that is able to meet a variety of 
tinancing nccds. Ilowever, t l ie  minority nicdia entrepreneur must realize that this is a 
slrictly pi-ofit-oriented investnieiit market. The saii ic investment process and criteria will 
he applicil to niiiiority inedia proposals as will be applied to non-minority media 
pi-oposals. This process may prcsent some problcins for minority entrepreneurs since 
most private cquity investors arc not minorities. 

Fricii lists sevei'al pi-ohlcms for minorities: 1)  lack of referrals and connections to private 
equity investors; 2) cultural differences that iiiay send the wrong or confusing messages 
to the investor o r  entrepreneur; 3) belief that minority owners may lack experience with 
larger markets; arid 4) marginal proposals are somerimes accepted when submitted by 
whitcs, hu t  not minorities. These problems serve as a partial explanation for tlie 
disparities in ownership between minorities and lion-minorities. 

2. What  has been tlie impact of media consolidation on  minority media 
ownership? 

Ofari, Kof i ,  Vincent Edwards,  Karen Thomas and John Flate;iu,Blackor~f? Media 
o J l J l 7 C ~ . S / l ~ p  Concenrrncion and the Fiifiire of Blncli Radio, Medger Evers College, City 
of New York, 1997. 

111 /llnckcoic/, the authors address tlie issues that  threaten the survival of Black radio. They 
argue tha t  the deregulation of radio, resulting from the Telecoininunications Act, has 
wsultcd in a n  explosive numbcr of mcrgci-s and acquisitions that have placed tlie 
owiicrship of radio in fewcr Iiands. This report is divided into three p a ~ t s  - "Closing 
Windows," "Opening the Windows of Opportunity," and "Windows of 
Opportunity Beyond Raditi. "Part 1 details the regulatory histoiry leading up to the current 
cra of dercgulation and ownership concentration. It provides data on the status of Black 
cntiepreneurs and an overview ofjudicial and regulatory decisions that have erected 
harrjei-s to market cntry. Part 11 providcs policy recorninendations for state and federal 
officials. It outlines three proposals: 1) the enactment of a tax certificate policy for sinall 
businesses; 2) technical and financial assistance for entrepreneurs fiinded by private 
s o ~ ~ r c e s  of capital; and 3) the enforcement of anti-trust standards by state officials. 
Part 1 I I ,  "Windows of Opportunity Beyond Radio," describes emerging technologies tha t  
offer an  alternative to radio for disseininating news and infornlation and fulthering 
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cconoinic development. Sonie of the teclinologics, such as personal cominuiiication 
scrviccs, are not content-based and do not contribute to the objcctive of diversity of 
viewpoint. Nonetheless, the ownership of these technologies will serve to modernize the 
co~nniiinications infrastructiirc i n  disadvantaged comniunitics a n d  provide a basis foi- 
ccononiic dcvclopmcnt and enhanced quxlity of life. 

During 1996, tlicre was a loss of 26 Black radio stations - 8 A M  stations and 18 FM 
slations. In pi-ioi- ycars, t1ici.e was a nct loss of  sevcn stations in 1994 and a net gain of ten 
stations i n  199.5. Tlicsc developincnts, combined with ownership consolidation i n  
~iational and local markets, have Icd the authors to conclude that the unprecedented 
dccline i n  Black station ownership dui-ing 1996 was in part precipitated by passage of the 
I996 ‘~elecoiiiinunications Act. Thc 1996 Act pcmiits the ownership of an unlimited 
nuniber of radio stations nationally and up to eight radio stations in the major markets 

l l ic  iiiinhei- of stations owned by the nation’s top 50 radio groups, on the other hand, 
inci.eascd froin 876 in 1995 to 1,435 in  1996. Within approximately one year of passage 
of the Act, tlic top ten radio groups owned 821 statioiis, 320 ofwhich were coiitrollcd by 
oiic privatcly-lield invcstmcnt timi. Prior to the 1996 Act, no single entity owned more 
t h a n  XO stations nationally. Competition is a reality of thc marketplace that has been 
traditionally accepted by Black entrepreneurs. However, the new competitive landscape 
hvors  doinination by the large radio groups. 

Large firms, ablc to access capital at lowcr costs. are in a position to quickly establisli a 
doininant market prescnce. This is oftcn accoinplishcd by acquiring an entire group of 
stations - soinething tha t  now Black entrepreneur has been able to accomplish. 

Proni an  entertainment perspective, the format of Black radio cau be expected to survive. 
Large radio groups that acquire stations froin Black entrepreneurs are not expected to 
alter tlicir Black-orientcd formats - at Icast, not in  the ncar fiitiirc. As this transition takes 
placc, Inowevcu, the ability of Black pcoplc to control thc flow of news prograrniiiiilg 
eiitci-ing their coininunity will be significantly undermined. By the year 2001, major 
corporate interests -the new owners of “Black radio” - will have substantially influenced 
the course of events in  the Black commuiiity. The authors contend that elections, views 
a n d  opinions esponsed over the air, a n d  cultural views and n o m s  will all be 
iinpactcd by the dramatic changes in media ownership that is already taking placc. 

Chester, Jeff, “Minority Ownership of Major  Media: An Endangered Species Going 
Extinct,” (Decemher 16, 2002) and “Minorities and the Media: Little Owiiersliip 
and Eveii Less Control,” Center for Digital Democracy. (December 16, 2002). 

11) two articles, Jeff Chester, Executive Director of the Center for Digital Democracy 
attributes the dccrease in minority media ownership to the passage of the 1996 
Telccommtinications Act. In  both articles, Cliester argues that the deregulation that has 
occurred sincc the enactment of the Teleconiinuliicatiolls Act has led to an extension of 
white-owned conglonierates, which also control handpicked channels to serve African 
Americans, J-TispanicsiLatinos and others as a n  extension of the coininercial marketplace. 



I-lciice, dcspitc their growing populations, persons of color will most likcly play 
suppnrting rolcs when i t  conics to malting decisions about how the media system sliotild 
rctlect their iiitercsts. The Center argues tha t  inedia consolidation has actually decreased 
conipctition a n d  diversity For cxainple, between 1995 and 2001. tlie nuniber of 
individual radio stalioii owners dcclined by 25%. In 1996, Westinghouse, thc largcst 
radio ownci-, owned 85 stalions. In 2001, thc largcst owncl-, Clear Channel, owned 1,202 
stations. M a n y  minority broadcasters, many of whom are single-station owners, belicve 
(hat i t  is practically impossible to compete with media conglonierates of this size for 
listeners. advertisers and even on-air talent. 

Cornpaiiie, Bcn]amin M. atid Douglas Comely,  Who O~uiis /he Media? Coitrpe/i/io/i 
nird Conceizlrnlion irz the MassMedifl, 3”’ edition, (Mahwah, N.J.: Erlbaum, 2000). 

Thc primary objective of this book is to update a scries begun with the first cdition of 
&’h Oiwi,y /he  Media? i n  1979, 2nd its update in 1982. The authors cliroiiiclc the myriad 
changes i n  tlie iiicdia industry and the factors tha t  contribute to those changes. In addition 
to examining liow tcchnological forces are reshaping thc mcdia industry, they exaniinc 
Llic chai-actcristics of compctitioii in tlic inedia niarkctplacc. 

T h e  ohjcctivc of the original editions holds for this onc as well: “to bring together as 
niucli relevant data as fcasible on tlie nature and degree of competitions and ownership i n  
the mass iiicdia business.” Another olJjective, i n  line with tlie title, is to specitically 
identify tlic owners of mcdia propertics. This includes tlic corporate owncrs and, to thc 
limited cxtciit possible, many of tlie largest individual and institutional owners of the 
media corporations themselves. The book explores the extent of concentration in the 
media indtisti-ies as the 20‘” ccntuiy ended, a n d  compares then-current levels with those 
of prcvious periods. 

In the two concluding chapters, the authors differ with one another on the interpretation 
of the data. But as the aiitliors notc, “such differences of analysis and interpretation 
define the very debates of media ownersl~ip.” Compainc sees that the merger of cable 
companies should be positive for greater competition in the merging arena of telephony 
and data transmission. Goinery loolts a t  tlic same events and expresses concern that 
ATGtT’s domination of the consolidation i n  the cable industiy. The autliors ultiinately 
urge rcadcrs to draw their own conclusions on tlic issue of consolidation. 

De France Wssliingtoii, Kadeslia, Ferlcid Co,rir/in/iicn/ioiis Cornniission Mi/rorilJj 
Rlonrfc(rs/ Owilcrship Policies. A Criticril Rncc Theory AnnlJ’sis of Jiidiicinl 
A,sslrmpiin/i,s iii Court Dccisioiis: The Coicvergence qf Race arid Law (University of 
Tennessee, 2001) 

I n  her dissertation, Washington states that tlic current trcnd toward consolidation in  tlle 
bi-oadcast industry lhas coincided with increased hostility toward and lack of support for 
ininority ownership. She argues that deregulation has left the decisions of service 
pi.ograiuming to economic forces that operate within the broadcast industry. With the 
ilicrcasing relaxation ofgoverniiient I-egulations broadcasters have discretion i n  how they 
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serve thc public’s interest. From the early 1990’s u n t i l  the present, the FCC minority 
prcfcrcnces havc been challenged a n d  superceded by major court decisions and the 
deregulatory movement. Not surprisingly, the period since the Telecoinmunicatioiis Act 
o f  1996 Iias seen a declinc in minority ownci-ship and ai-guahly in marketplace diversity. 

This disscrtatioii LISCS critical racc thcory as ii basis to probe legal and regulatory 
transitions in  thc area of minority ownership aiid their implications for markctplace 
tlivcisity and pul~lie iiiierest. Through the examination of judicial decisions involving 
iiiinority broatlcast ownership, this disscrtation analyzes the expressed or implied 
assuniptioiis of t l ie judiciary in reaching those decisions; provides a critical analysis of 
tliosc assuniptioiis; discusscs the implications and results of thosc assumptions on 
ininority broadcast ownership; and suggests appi-oaclies to promote diversity and 
minority ownership in  a dcregulated inedia environment. 

Both priniary and secondary authorities were integral to this research. First, there is a 
collcction of  United States district court, appellate coui-t, and Supreme Court cases in the 
arca ofininority owncrshi~i and minority owncrsliip policics promoted by tlic FCC. 
Second. analysis of cascs consisted of reviewing majority and dissenting opinions. 
Placing majority and dissenting opinions in the framework of critical racc thcory, the 
study contintied with determining tlic judicial rationale and arguments. 

Hanimond, Allen S., TV, “Measuring the Nexus: The  Relationship Between Miiiority 
Ownership and Broadcast Diversity After Metro Broadcasting.” Federd 
Corriiiiiiiiicntiniis LOW Jorrriinl Vol. 51, (May 1999). 

Similar- to Washington’s dissertation, Hammontl considers the impact o f  legal decisions 
on minority ownership. IHe begins his analysis with Metro B X J U ~ C U . T / ~ / ? ~ ,  hlc. 1’. FCC, 
where the Court found a nexus bctween minority ownership and diversity of viewpoint. 
I Iowcvci., tlic rcccnt Lii//wran Chr~r.ch-Mi.csoLII.i S J W ~  v. FCC dccision dismissed the 
govcrnincnt’s argumcnts that a iicxus cxists between iiiiiiority employmcnt i n  broadcast 
stations a n d  greater diversity in broadcast programnling, and tha t  the government lias an 
intcrcst i n  fostering suc,li diversity. Given the challenge of the Lufhernn CImrck opinion 
and potentially significant changes i n  tlie regulation and operation of the broadcast 
market, sole reliance on Mefro Bronrlcnsting’s holdings inay be i l l  advised and a new 
siudy docu~ncnting tlic continucd existence of tlic nexus may be wananted. 

3 .  What has been the impact of new technolory on minority media 
ownership? 

Levine-Ford, Marcelino, “The Digital Dilemma: Ten Cliallenges Facirlg Minority- 
O~rned New Media Ventures,” Fcrlcrnl Corirrrrrrnicatioiis Law Joritwnl, Vol. 51, No. 3 
(May 1999), p. 577-608. 

According to the author, minority-owned conipiinies conipeting in print publishing, radio, 
hroaclcast telcvision, cable, aiid telecommunications industries have had no shortage of 
clinllciiges, setbacks, a n d  failures. Minority-owned companies are stiuggling to stake a 



cluini in tlic iicw media fronticr. Some cliallengcs they face are unique to the tinderlying 
tcclinology, unccrtaiiity, and intcrnational reach of the Web. There should be a sense of 
tirgcncy with respect to ininority participation on the Web. If the promise of broadband 
leads to n w  niedia outlets that arc  profitable and more dynamic than traditional media, 
tlicn ininoritics cannot aihrcord to hc left out. 

1-lie purpose of the article is to identify and tliscuss ten challenges affecting minority 
participation and ownership offor-profit new media outlets on tlie Web. While many of 
these cliiillcngcs affect for-protit new media companies regardless of Ownership, inission, 
linancing, target market, or race, some arc unique to minority-owned companies and thcir 
target audienccs. Thc ultimate goal lierc is to prcsent a wide rangc of rclevnnt issues and 
pi-oblcms affcctiiig minority owncrship of media outlets oii tlic Web as a step toward 
stiniulating thouglit and encouraging discussion of strategies to overcome these 
challenges. The cliallengcs include: The Bandwidth Bottleneck; The Digital Divide; 
Education; Access to Capital; [ low to Make Money; Burn Rate; and 
ContentiPrograniining Mix. 

With rcgard to adcquate bandwidth, Ford-Livcne argucs tha t  today’s baiidwidth 
constraints create one of the most important issues to be addressed in the area of 
tclccommi~~iicatio~is policy and regulation. This is the case particularly for the 
conneclivity of undcrscrvcd Aniericans. According to Ford-Levine, “the bandwidth 
ho~tlcncclc will i a v c  a scrious impact in the battle to empower all Americans to 
participate in the coiiiinunications niarkctp1;rcc.” 

Wilh 1.egai-d to the digital dividc, tlic author notes that i n  the final analysis, thc cssence of 
technology out to be service. However, tlie rate at which information technology is 
;idopted by thc masses is quite unpredictable. If a person’s education, salary, 
neighborhood, and station iii life dictate whether or not he or she can iitilize infonnation 
technology as a toll, then the vision behind the promise of this technology is inherently 
flawcd, miiintains Ford-Lcvinc. 
The author notes that the digital divide presents niiicli cause for alarm. “In order to 
participate fully in this new medium,” she argues, “minorities must be a part of its 
developiiiciit from its inception. Tf they do not actively take part in this process as users, 
developers, nianufacturcrs, owners, or visionaries, they will have no inipact 011 the 
evolution of the Web as ii niainstrcani incdia soiirce.” 

“Changes, Challenges, and Charting New Courses: Minority Commercial Broadcast 
Ownership ii i  tlic United States,” National Telecommunications And Information 
Adniiriistration (NTTA), (December 2002). 

.I’his NTlA Study devotes sonic discussion to iiew technologies arid minority ownership. 
As convcntional broadcast technologies converge with new media, broadcasters are 
ciinl‘roiitiiig tlie challenges of adapting to new technical standards and developing 
effcctive uscs for tlic new tcchnologies to xiwe existing audiences and attract new 



nutlience nicnibcrs. 111 tlic midst of the cliallenges, sonic minority owners have found 
iy~porlutiitics to char t  iicw courses for their ciiterprises and impact the broadcasting 
industry . 

Tlic growing consuiner dciuand for high-speed high capacity networks to transmit largc 
amounts of data niotivatcd some broadcasters to organize tlic Broadcasters Digital 
Cooperative (HDC). The group is a coalition of stations that have agreed to dedicate a 
Ipoi-tion of their digital klevision spectrum for high-speed broadband data transmission. 
This gi-oup's intent is for the effort to generate new revenue streams. The expense of 
digital conversion at a time of declining netwoi-k compensation lias increased the need for 
such new rcveiiiic sources. 

Many of MTDP's survey respondents to this study indicated future plans to hegio Internet 
radio bimdcasting if thcy have not already done so. Webcasting their oii-air 
prograinniiiig may represent a relatively low cost way for stations to reach broader 
iitidieiices without tlic cxpensc of acquiring additional stations. The possibilities abound 
for ncw technologics to lcad minority broadcast owners to ncw audiences and to greater 
coinpetitivc strength. Strategic station clustcring and public market capital offer 
Ipossibililics for minority owners to consider. However, cveii as NTIA urges minority 
owiiers to explore them arid chart new courses for their futures, NTIA recognizes that 
scrious cliallcnges persist. 
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SURVEY OF RECENT LITERATURE ON 
MEDIA USE BY LOW INCOME FAMILIES 

Dr. Karin L. Stanford, Preaidcnt and Research Coiisultant, Stanford and Associates 
Dr. Valeric C. Johnson, Assistant Profcssor, University of Illinois, Chicago 

A .  Should media service to low income families be a necessary goal of ownershie 
reo,ula tion? 

I Is there :in information gal, in society? 

a .  What  number  and range of media voices do low income 
families receive, compared with the piiblic as a whole? 

Is tlicrc a racial component to the information gap? b . 

C. Do low- incoinc f;imilies use media differently from the wav 
other families use media? 

“Paving (he  Digital Highway, NECA 2001 Access Market  Survey,” National 
Exchange Car r ie r  Association (NECA), 2001. 

Sparsc riiral popolations sprcad ovcr wide arcas assiiinc increased costs associated with 
thc longer tlistanccs t?om ctistoiiicr to thc switch. Transmission dcviccs that are essential 
for quality voice communications ovcr long distances severely limit the usable bandwidtli 
for data ti-ansniission. Networks that have historically provided voice transmission must 
be upgraded to also enable high-speed advanced coininunications. 

Cooper, Mark N., “Disconnected, Disadvantaged, and Disenfranchised: 
Explorations in the Digital Divide,” Coiisiirner Federatioil of America, October 11, 
2000. 

This report documents the existcnce oftlie digital divide and denionsti-ates that i t  is not 
liltcly to disappear i n  the foreseeable future. A direct comparison of a broad range of 
cyberspacc and physical space activitics for coninierce, informatioii gatlicring, education. 
civic discoursc and political pal-ticipation, sliows that the disconnected are. in fact, 
disadvant;tged and disenfranchised. 

The &privation is not only relative, i t  may be absolute. Those inot online may be cut off 
fi-oin important activities. Businesses may effectuate inarket segnieiitation by restricting 
activitics to cybei-space, to scrceii out less attractive customers. For example, “hstead of 
800 nunibcrs, cidvcrtiscrs may give wcbsitcs for furthcr infomiation; jobs may be listed 
on wehsitcs, but inot advertised in physical space.” 

According to thc report, the,fitlly con/iecred constitute 36% of the population with an 
intcniet service provider or high speed Internet access at home; thepnrfially c.o/7/7~cied 
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constitute 17% with hasic Internet or e-mail service at Iionie; tlieporenlially co/i/zecled 
constitute 21% who liave no Internet service, but do own a computer at home or have a 
ccllrilar phone. The rr’i.~co/~/iecled constitute 26% who do not have any lnternet services 
and do not have a coinputer or a cell phone. 

The study sliows sharp diffcrenccs i l l  dcmographics across groups. Lower income 
pcI‘sons, clderly and minorities arc i i iore likely to be among the disconnected. 

The author ai-gues that tlie digital divide is o n  inipoitant policy issue because the Tntei.net 
hiis alrcady beconic ii significant means ofcoinniunications and commerce in society. 
IHouscholds with HCCCSS use i t  for important pcrsonnl, cultural and civic activitics while 
tliosc without acccss ai-c ;it a disadvantagc in conducting similar daily activities. They 
ciiiinot shop LIS cffectivcly or convcnicntly, arc not offcrcd attractive pricing plans, and 
cniiiiot g a t h a  inlhrmation or contact public officials and other people as effectively. 
They bccome less cffcctive consumers and citizens rclative to their fellow consumers 
W l l O  have acxe 

.Tlic study rcports differcntials bctwccn tliosc who were disconnected, potcntially 
connected, partially coiinectcd and fully connected in:  basic computer skills, pcrsonal 
Iproductivity, coinmercial activity, information gathering, interacting with government, 
civic discoui-se, and political expression. 

The levcl of connectedncss has implications on othcr media use, i.e., twenty-nine percent 
of  ttic discoiincctcd do not have a long distancc tclcphone service and thirty-eight percent 
CIO not liave a multichannel video service (cable or satellite), compared to eleven percent 
mid thirteen pcrcent of thc fully connected respectively. 

Inconic i s  lowest in the disconnected group ($25,500), and highest in tlie fully connected 
group ($45,200). Those who are fully and partially connected are much niorc likely to 
linvc at lcast a college degi.cc rind be employed in managerial or professional occupations. 
The fully and Ipaitially conncctcd are less likely to be black. Disconnectcd households 
arc oldci. and knd  to be smallcr. 

Tlie stiidy concludes that tlie digital divide is not the result o f a  failure ofthose without 
itcccss to apprcciatc the iniportancc of technology, ratlicr i t  results from a maldisti-ibution 
of skills and opporttinitics. 

Colliiis, Erik L. and Lynn M. Zoch, “Targeting the Young, tlie Poor, tlie Less 
Educated: Thinking Beyond Traditional Media,” Public Relotinrrs Revielo, Summer 
2001, Vol. 27 Issue 2, p. 197. 

This article focuses on ways to coinmunicate pro-social messages to oftcn overlooked 
and undcrsei-vcd societal stibgi.otips. Specifically, tlie research focuses on methods of 
disscmiiiating information to low-income persons lacking reading skills or high scl~ool 
cdiication to encourage thein to enroll i n  classes provided by a state’s adult education 
programs. 



The resul ts of t l ic rcseai-ch suggest that traditional inass media inay not be the most 
appi.opriate or efficicnt information channels for public relations and othcr 
coiiiiiiunicators wishing to convey such pro-social messages to similar audicnces. If 
m a s s  iicdia ai’e eiiiploycd. i t  inay he necessai-y to rethink both the content and the 
intciidctl 1cccivci.s of such niessagcs. 

Ariiistroiig, Annie Lauric, Catherine Lord, and Judi th  Zelter, “lnfoimation Needs 
o l  Low-Income Residents i n  Soiitli King County,” Public Librcrrics, Vol. 39 No. 6 
(NoviDec. 2002) p. 330-5. 

In 1999 thc King County Library System studied inforination necds of low-iiiconic 
rcsidcn-not necessarily library users-and the sourccs they turned to for information. 
While librarics wcre iiot ranked high as sources of information, residents respondiilg to 
t l ie survcy indicated a relatively high use of libraries. 

The slirdy idcntified information iieeds i n  four categories that stand out above a l l  others: 
carccr search; job :idvancement; culturally appropriate and translated materials; and 
Intcrnct skills. Research rcvealcd tha t  low-incoinc resident do not consider libraries 
among llieii iiiajor soui-ccs of information. Residents were far inore likely to turn to 
lhiiiily a n d  fi-iends for information (92%) than any othcr source, with staff a t  provider 
agencies cited second most oftcii (52%),  and community ncwslctters cited third (29%). 
p . ”  

mid  plionc books (2%) as tlicir sourccs of infoniiation. 
ai I i c i p a n k  also cited newspapers (7%), school secretaries and school counselors ( S o / ) ,  

B o w e r ,  I3randi, “Getting on tlie lnformatioii Country Road,” Arrrericnri City arid 
Courf/y, Vol. 113 (Mar. 1998) I). 44-6 

When Congress passed tlic Telecolumunications Act of 1996, it assumed the Act would 
nffcct all riifiil cominunitics as wcll as schools. libraries and hospitals in the very near 
fiitul-c. Ilowcvcr, while tlic Act specifically inandntcd that  teleconiinuiiications servicc 
pi-oviders furnish all school across the United States with affordable Internet access, it did 
not makc thc sainc provision for local governments. This is not a problem for high- 
incoiiie, urban areas, but low-income, high cost rural areas find themselves being 
bypasscd on tlic information supci-highway because of a lack of funds. 

Competition among service providcrs was expcctcd to offcr marc choices than ever 
bcfore to rui-a1 coniinunities, thereby eventually pi.oviding inore affordable 
Iclccoiiimunications service to everyone i n  the United States. However, competition is 
~ i o w  cxpccted to he less intense i n  rural areas than was originally thought because service 
pinwideis am unlikely to iiivcst i n  wiring rural coiniiiunities unlcss they are assured of a 
ccrtairi iiuinlicr of custoiners over a dcsigriated time. 

Today, iura1 nrcas arguc that tlic definition of universal service needs to be extended to 
include Intcrnet access and other iiiacliinc-to-machine services, such as high speed fax 
lilies, at affoi-dable costs. Although those services are routinely available i l l  [nost cities, 



i ~ i i . a I  coniiiiunities liavc traditionally bceii Far less likely to have access to advanced 
tclccomriii~nications technology. 

National Tclecommiiiiications and Information Administration (NTIA). “Falliiig 
throrigli the Net: Toward Digital Inclusion.” A report on the telecommrinications 
and  inforination technology gap in America. Washington, D.C. (2000) Available: 
Iittp:www.1itia.doc.gov/1iti~I1o1ne/ffti199/contents.l1tn1l. 

‘ I l i c  foui.tli i n  a series of reports publislied by NTIA, this study reports that the divide 
helweci i  those with acccss to telepliones, cornpiitcrs, a n d  the Internet still exists and in  
ininny CXCS, is achlally widcning over time. Although overall access to infonnation and 
coinmunication technologies is incrcasing at a rapid rate, particular kinds of households 
arc gaining access whilc otliers are not. Low-income persons and minorities, particularly 
wllen they I-csidc iii the inlier city, are among tlie groups that are being left behind. 

Coslce, Siisan, “Losing Ground Rit by Bit: Low-Income Comniiinities i n  the 
Information Agc,” The Benton Foundation, (1998). 

This i’cpoi-t, tlic latest i n  tlie Hcnton Fotiiidation’s “What’s Going On” series exploring 
Iitiblic intci-cst issues in  tlic Infomation Age, examines the technology gap in  low-income 
communities, assesses what barriers are slowing the spread of new technologies to the 
untlerservctl, and describes some of tlie most proiiiIsing efforts to produce inorc equitable 
di s tri b ti t i on. 

According to tlie sttidy, tlic design of the corninunications system through which we will 
talk to oiic another, leaim from onc another, and participate in political and economic lifc 
together is too important to be left to the free market alone. Public interests 
advocatcs-including representatives of the poor-must play an active role in both the 
policy ;trcna and tlic niarltctplace to ensure that the emerging networks iiicct tlie basic 
cconomic, social, political, a n d  ciilhiral nceds of cvciyone, rcgoi-dless of their ability to 
pay or wlicrc thcy live. 

The article argiies that  tlic dchatc over iiiiiversal service is far from over. The Fcdcral 
Cornm~~nicatio~is Coinmission (FCC) must periodically review what comn~tinications 
scrviccs sliotild be covered by univci-sal scivicc policies. The author further argiies that 
public officials Iiaven’t been willing to go as far a s  nceded or recoininelided in their 
efforts to close the technology gap. 

2. What are the social consequences of the inl‘ormation gap? 

Sunstcin, Cass, Xepiilrlic.coni, (Princeton: Priiiceton University Press, 2001). 

This book exaiiiiiies the drawbacks of “egocentric Internet use, while showing how to 
approach the Internet as responsible citizens, not just concerned consuiners.” According 
to tlie author, deinocracy depends on shared experiences and requires citizens to be 
exposed to topics and ideas tha t  they would not have chosen in advance. Unplanned, 
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iinanticipated encouiiters arc cciitral to democracy itself. Such encounters often involve 
topics and points of view that people havc not been exposed to. 

I n  evaluating t l ie  consequences of incw coniiiiunications teclinologies for democracy and 
frcc speech, Sunstein ai-gucs that llic question is not wlicther to regulate the Net, and 
iindci.scorcs the cnoi-iiioiis potential to promote freedom as well as i t  potential to promote 
“cyhcrcascndcs” ot‘likc minded opinions that foster and cnflanie hate groups. Sunstein 
iii-gcs the rcader to ask several qtiestions: How will the increasing power of private 
control affcct deinocracy’? l low will tlic Internet, the new foi-ms of television, and the 
explosion of coininunications options alter the capacity of citizens to goveni themselves? 
What 31-c the social preconditions for a well functioning systcin of democratic 
tielibcl.ation, or for individual fr-cedom itself? 

The book rcminds us that tlie framers of tlie constitution suppoi-ted tlie potential use of 
diversity for dcmocratic debatc. Instead of an obstacle, heterogeneity was viewed as a 
cicative force that impi-oved deliberation and produced better outcomes. 

Thc book establishcs two broad roles of citizensliip as i t  relates to coniinunication needs 
cnipliasizing tlic nccd for citizens to cnter tlie debate as speakcrs as well as listeners: on 
tlic speakers’ sidc, the Ipublic forum doctrine ci-eates a right of general access to 
Iieterogcncoiis citizens; on the listencrs’ side, the public foriini creates an opportunity for 
sliarcd csposLirc to diverse speakers with diverse views and complaints (p. 3 I ) .  
According to Sunstein, “If pcople are dcpi-ivcd of acccss to competing vicws on public 
issues, and if as a result they lack a taste for those views, they lack freedom, whatever tlic 
nattirc of their preferences and clioices (p.l08).” The book ends by suggesting a range of 
potcntial re~ornis to correct misconceptioos and to improve deliberative democracy. 

Clicster, Jcfl; “Strict Sci.utiny: Why Jouriialists Sliotild be Concerned about New 
Ferlel-a1 and Industry Media Deregulatioii Proposals,” Press/Polifics, Vol. 7 No. 2, 
1,. 105-115, 2002. 

This article argues that tlic likcly loss of public interests protections resulting from 
dcregulatory actions by the cui-rent Federal Communications Commission (FCC) will 
have a profound effect, not only on the public’s access to a wide range of antagonistic 
voices in the traditional media, but also on the evolution of the Internet, which is already 
reflecting many of thc ownership consolidation patterns of the mass media. According to 
the author, tlie FCC l ias  tlios failed to cxainine the impact of i ts  media policies on 
jouimalisni in general and civic discoursc i n  particular, a failure that i s  unlikely to be 
covcrcd by tlic mninstrcain prcss itself, beholden a s  that instihition lias become to its 
cwpoi‘atc ownei’s. 

The articlc maintains that i t  is now tiine to have a much-needed public inquiry into how 
ilic media is structured and how tlie public is served. If the nation is to continue the 
I~uilding o f a  civil society i n  tlie digital age, i t  will have to address and confiont tlie 
contentious relationships between corporate autonomy and power, joumalisni, and the 
piiblic’s right to be informed, to be heard and to speak. 



Although the author suggests that ,iournalists should be concerned about recent trends, lie 
statcs that “perliilps the idea that journalists can cover this without recriminatioii is 
impossihle.” As noted, “with rare exceptions (most notably a single Niglitliue covering 
the I996 act). television has failed to cover the lobbyiiig role that its industry-and 
corpordtc parcnts-played in shaping that and othcr mcdia-related policies.” 

Just, Marion, Ilosalind Levinc, and Kathleen Regan, “News for Sale: Half of 
Stations Reliort Sponsor Pressure on News Decisions,” Colrrnrhin .lorrrnnli.wt Review, 
Vol. 4 No. 4 supp (Nov./L)cc. ZOOl) ,  p. 2-3. 

This ai-ticlc cx;~~iiincs tlic intlucncc of people who buy ads on local TV iicws. 111 a suwcy 
of 1 IS news dircctors around the countiy betwccn June and August 200 I ,  more tliaii half, 
53 percent, reported tliut advertisers pressure them to kills negative stories or run positive 
OI lCS .  

News dircctors iilso reporled their TV coiisultaiits (outside companies hired by stations to 
critiquc ncwscasts and improve ratings) issuing blanket edicts about what to cover and 
what not to cover in  order to attract the most advertising dollars. 

‘fogether, the findings and coniiiients raise qucstions about the journalistic independencc 
o f  local tclcvision news. Breaking down the sponsor suggestions, 47 pcrceiit of news 
directors said sponsors ti-ied to get them to provide favorable coverage. And 18 percent 
of iicws dircctors say sponsors try to prcvcnt them from covering stories, a problem tliat 
is morc x u t c  i n  sinaller markets. When it coii~es to advertisers trying to compel stories 
about theinselves, 16 percent of stations said that they had been asked to cover sponsor 
events. Another 8 percent covered evcnts that were partnerships betweeii the station and 
the advertisers; 12 percent said tlic sales or advertising staff requested positive coverage 
of sponsors. 

A lial€-dozen news dircctors singlcd out local car dealerships and auto manufacturers as 
(tic focus of siltinslied stories. News directors also mentioned health investigations at 
local rcstauraiits iis vulncrablc. At two stations, for example, stories were killed when 
they reflected poorly 011 restaurant sponsors. 

B. How have FCC structural regulation and new technolow affected the 
information gap’! 

Shiver, Jube, Jr., “I’ressnre Mounts for FCC tn Rewrite Television Ownership 
Guidelines,” The Los A q e l c s  Times, April 19, 2001, Part C; Page 1; and Deggans, 
Eric, “A TV Critic’s Fear Factor,” The St. Percr.shrrg Tirrres, December 16, 2002, Pg. 
1 D. 

Accoidiiig to BIA Fiiiancial, a Cliaiitilly, Virginia reseal-ch finn, the number of television 
?latioil owners had dropped by half between 1999 and 1995 because of deregulatory 
cliangeu Congress approved in the Telecoininunicatioi7s Act of 1996. Just 370 entities 



owned one or inore of tlie nation’s 1,348 coniincrcial television stations at tlie end of 
1999, clown l’roni 749 stations owiicrs i n  1995. 

A coinnioii assniiiption of media concentration is that it decreases the amount of iiews 
and information that pcoplc liavc and mi - row the range of dcbatc. Examples of what has 
ali.cady occui-rcd wlicii rules liavc bccii rclaxed include: 

111 1999, i-iile ch:inges pcrmittcd WTLV-TV owner Gannett Corp. to pili-chase competitor 
WIXX-TV in  Jacksonville. Gannett sooii merged the two stations’ news operations, 
creating First Coast News, simulcast on both outlets-reducing the city’s news voices. 
According to Elccti-onic Media niagazine, Cannett’ competitor, Clear Clianiiel, also owns 
two TV stations, I I radio stations and ail outdoor billboard company i n  tlie market. 

When former BET owncr Bob Johnson sold his cable channel to Viacom, reporters were 
told t h a t  the corporation would use its resources to help improve the channel’s content, 
particulai-ly i n  news programming. Instead, Viacotn inoved to eliminate three iinportant 
public affairs programs from tlic BET cable channel, seriously reducing tlic outlet’s voicc 
on social and political issues (tlie Sunday inoming issucs show Lend Stoiy and the nightly 
interview program BET Tonight a t  the end of tlie year-along with the youth oriented 
pi’ograni Teen Sui~7ivit). 

I .  What  has  been the impact of media consolidation an the nrimber and 
ranre of media voices availablc tn low iiicome families? 

“1)einocr;itic Discoiiiw iii  the Digital liiformatioii Age: Legal Principles and 
Economic Challenges at the Milleiiiiium,” Coiisumers Union and Coiisiinier 
Fcder:ition of America, Jaiiuary 2003. 
;ivail;ihle ;it Iittp://~~~ww.cons11mcrst1nion.org/telecom/0102mediaexec.htm. 

Tlic article argues that consolidation of ownct-ship of news outlcts-horizontal mergers 
(acquisitions involving similar types of media) and vertical integration (consolidation of 
tlie entire distribution chain-poses a significant threat to democratic discourse. 
According to tlie report, narrowing the range of communications available in  the mass 
mcdia can intluence the outconie of individual elections and tlie electoral process. Tt can 
also dccply affcct thc prospccts for dcinocracy by polarizing society and isolating 
minority points of view. 

The report argues that a mountain of evidence from academic and trade literature 
supports an understanding of the mass media and democratic discourse. Further, it 
Innilitains tha t  diversity of institutional iornis is critical to promoting healtliy antagonism 
bctivccn rncdia outlets. With regard to the multiplicity of media sources, the report states 
tliitt tclcvision, radio, newspapers, and tlic Internet serve different purposes for tlie public. 
Tlicl-c is litlle substitiitability between thc media for viewers or for advertisers. 

1 he sludy notes the alrcady dramatic loss of ownership diversity among TV and 
newspaper owners in  the last 25 ycai-s. Between I975 and 2000, the number of TV 
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slations owine1s has declined fi-om 540 tn 360, wliilc the iuiiiber of TV newsrooms l ias 
bccn reduced hy almost I S  pcl’cent. The overwhelming majority of local TV markets are 
tislit oligopolies (t‘ewet- tliaii six equal sized firms) or duopolies (two, relatively equal- 
sized? firins that dominate the market). There has been a n  increase in tlie number of cable 
clianncls, according to tlic authors, but almost thrcc-quarters are now owned by only six 
coipomle cnlitics, four of which also own major networks over the air. 
While thcrc is more variety in  progranming, there is not necessarily niore diversity. 
Unliltc TV, where there has been a n  increase in outlets, tlie study notes that there lias 
heen a 20 percent decrease i n  tlic number and circulation of newspapers. The decrease iii 

lhc iitiinlier of owners of daily newspapcrs is even inore dramatic, from over 860 iii 1975 
to fcwer thaii 300 today. Combining newspaper and television ownership, tlic number of 
intlcpcndent voiccs lias bccii cut by more than half since the niid-I970s, from about I500 
to just over 600. 

With regard to cross-ownership, tlie report argues that systematic studies of tlie position 
taltcii by cross-owned newspapers on issues that directly affect their econoniic interests 
show that  they do iiot report the issues iti a balanced fashion. This includes national 
policy issLies, like the Telecoiiiiiitinicatioiis Act of 1996, and local issues, such as stadium 
hoiid ~pro~~osals .  Cross-oLvncd papers also engage in biased coverage of television or 
toi-cgo analysis o f  television nltogctlicr. The report adamantly opposes further media 
con sol i dii ti on. 

2.  What  lias heen the impact of new technologv (Dipital/Broadband) on 
the number and range of media voices nvaili~hle to low iiicome 
families? 

“Paving the Digital Highway, NECA 2001 Access Marke t  Survey,’’ National 
Exchange Car r ie r  Association (NECA), 2001. 

Broadband networks are being deployed in mral serving areas in 45 states, with inore 
than half  the companies offering advanced communications services such as Digital 
Subscriber Line (DSL). In 1999 only 14% of local telcos had deployed broadband to 
sonic cxtcnt within theii- service tcrt-itory. 

The study estimates cost for completing broadband deployment at $10.9 billion. The 
study concludes that without supporting programs, high speed Intcnlet connections are 
not economical in many rural tclcplioiie company territories because their serving areas 
arc located a great distancc forin the IBP. According to the study, “high-spccd Internet 
service may not be sustainable in  inany rural areas.” 

8 



EXHIBIT 3 



SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY 
s.1. NEWHOUSE SCHOOL OF h O L l C  C O ~ l C A T l O X S  

Statement 01 Huberl Brown 

I ,  Hubert Brow. respenfully slate as follows: 

I am an AsSiStant Professor of Broadcast Journalism at the S.I. Newhouse School of 
Puttic Communications. Syracuse University. I have been the teaching chair of the radio- 
television divlslon Of the Association for Educatlon in Journalism and Mass Communica(ions 
since Ailgust. 2002. In addition to teaching, I am a freelance producer and writer, and I sew8 as 
on-air talent for ldcal radio and television stations. Remntly, I produced a JOminute teievlsion 
documentary on the role of African-American owned radio stations in thelr communities and the 
threats to their future. I offer these obseervetions based on my scholarship and my experience in 
Ihn industry. 

The concept of the public airwaves is an idea thal signifies inclusion of all of the people in 
society; their ideas, opinions, concepts and any thing else that defines the people in the 
community. As long as we have lhis principle, it is the primary responsibility of government tO 
ensure that everyone is involved at all levels In the media industry. As such. minority media 
Ownership should celtainly be a Qoat of stmdural ownership regulatlon. Any deviation from this 
cancepl would be inconsiSfsnt with the moral objeclives and wmmands of the Communimtions 
Act. 

Competition in the marketplace is important not just Imm an ecanomlc standpoint. but 
a150 because it allows ideas to be axpressed in the marketplace. Minotity media ownership 
promoles more competfiion because it provides a voice in Ihe cornrnunily thal too Often gets 
ignored. A media Industty that excludes minorities as owners would be far less responsive to the 
needs of lhe cornmtinity than an induslry that includes mlnorities. As we see majbtity ownod 
companies becoming much larger, we are less likely to see certain viewpoints represented in the 
industry. We have lost many minority owners under lhe wave of consolidation. Consequently. 
minority viewpoints am under-represented in the industry. That under-representation is 
particularly smew relative lo the growing level of cultural and ethnic dwersity in our Society. 

efforts of large owem to present minority viewpoints lend to be inconsistent. If a company 
perceives that transmitling minority viewpoints would yield an economic benefit. it will present 
these viewpoints: othelwise these voices get shut out. 

journalist. I have found that lislenen exhibit tess loyally to a radio station when their viewpoinls 
are under-=presented or not represented at all in the dation's broadcasts. This resulf3 in a 
sysiem that is less eficient and less responsive to the needs of the entire CornmunitY. 

The media Industries operate much more efficiently when minorities are included. The 

Further. inclusion of minorities in ownenhip pmmotes efficiency. In Work as a 

215 Uolvemlty Place I Syracuse. New York 13244-2100 
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Minority media ownership deflnilely promotes divenily in the sense that an inclusive 
industry serves the needs of the community belter and pmvides a widerrelledion ofthe 
viewpoints of the community. 

diversity. Although radlo Is among the few media industries that is well suited for small owner- 
aperators, many minority owned mmpanies have had io sell their elalions because they simply 
could no1 compere effectively wilh much larger companies. A very small hsndful of medium slzed 
minority owners may have adjusted lo consolidation. but small minority owners have suffered 
tremendously. There is now a disincentive in the industry for individual owners to remain in the 
marketplace because they will never be able to grow large enough to hold thelr own agalnst very 
large owners Even medium sized minority ownen are becoming takeover targ& a? the 
understandable insistence of their investOTs. As a resuti, we will have far fewer Voices 
represented in thn media. 10 the delriment of the entire society. 

thG industry. Market incentives should be developed to spur dlversily In media ownership 
because the Industry is already at fink of becamlng irreversibly dominaled by very large 
companies. Voluntary efforts can be helpful, but cieadythe Commissron cannot rely primarily on 
these efforts, which oflen run against the economic impemflves in cansafidalofs' business plans. 
Developing minority ownership initiatives should be among the CommiSion's top Driodties I h i S  
year. 

Media consolidation has had negative consequences for competition, efficiency and 

The Commission should take action to offset the advens impad of rurther dereguletian m 

4 s  January 15,2003 
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5~~11~111,. 111 l~'o&$~ll lxi,~,, I ,,,N\ 

m i - i c c  or i j t i ~  I W ~ Z N  

Dec la ra t ion  of Janne t te  L. Dates 

I, Jannette L .  Dates. respeclfully slate as follows: 

I am the Dean of Ihe Howard University School of Coinmunications. My research 
inlerests Include Ihe history arid prospecls lor minority participation 111 medi? ownership and 
employmenl. 

Divcrsc prograinming, sewing an increasingly diverse society. can best be leflccled in 
progiamming and enlerlainment through a diversity of ownorship sources and of owners' own 
cullural and cxpeiienlial backgrounds. The research lileralure establishes Ilia! wlien minorilies 
are in owiiership positions. lliey are iriore effeclivc than mosl nonminorily owners at embracincl 
issues ni  conccrn lo their Commuriilies Minority media ownership allows Ihe consumer lo have 
nioie C I ~ ~ I C R S  in progranin1ing and enlertainment. ensuring that consumers will receive a iiiore 
honest assessirienl 01 who we are as a mul l i -cu l l~~r~ l ,  multi-elhnic sociely. 

Thc  media industry is more effeclive and conipnlllive when there 3re more lhan a 
iiandful c i l  largc corripaiiies lhal sel tlle public issue agenda. When only a few companlcs 
dominale lho induslry. whnl results IS a squeezing out of voices thal make up the remainder 01 
the cominunily. 

Our sociely is much more mulli-cullural than Ihe industry seems lo realize When a wlde 
variely of voices is not heard, niisuiiderstandings arid arigei arise amony Ihose whose voices 
are excluded When certam segments of sociely are invisible or stereotyped in the media, 
discriminalion against lhem tends IO be regarded as socially acceplable The cure is a media 
ownership structure that provides minorities will1 opporlunilies to sliare their ideas, their 
liistories, and their culture wilt1 olhers. 

Minorities were excluded from the ownership process lrorn the 1920s through Ihe 1970s. 
when licerises were being alloted. Throuyhout this liine period. and subsequenlly. majority 
ownci-s were able to sell their companies lo olher rnajorily owners, and lhus Ihere has been a 
long tradition and hislory of excluding minorities from ownership opporlunilies. 

Although we cannot undo the past, we ceitainly must make a much more concerted 
effoil lo avoid repeating our past mistakes Conseqiiently, the Commission should implemenl 
programs that will ensure that groups that have been excluded from ownership will have 
qenuine choices and oppullunilics for ownership loday and ir i  the fulure 

JaniJnry 20. 2003 

cL-eG?iL- J&netle L. Dales 
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Declaration of C. Ann Hollifield 

I, C. Ann Hollifield, respectfully state as follows: 

I am an Associate Professor and Coordinator of the Michael J. 
Faherty Broadcast Management Laboratory in the Department of 
Telecommunications, Henry W. Grady College of Journalism & Mass 
Communication, University of Georgia. I have also enjoyed a 
career as a television journalist, public affairs producer and 
newsmagazine producer. Among my primary research interests are 
media diversity and the effects of ownership on media content. I 
offer these observations based upon my professional experience and 
scholarship. 

The public interest is best served by having diversity in 
media ownership structures. Minority ownership is very critical 
in a society that is increasingly diverse; therefore, minority 
media ownership is a very important and necessary goal of media 
ownership regulation. 

The idea of minority ownership promoting competition depends 
on how competition is defined. If it is defined as product 
differentiation, minority ownership could promote competition 
because it yields a wider range of owners, voices and viewpoints. 
A wider range of viewpoints offers more choices to consumers in 
terms of the style, content, and sources used in both news and 
entertainment programming. My research on the effects of 
ownership on content shows that ownership does have an impact on 
content, particularly when issues of critical importance arise. 
Ownership diversity is, therefore, related to the diversity of the 
content that reaches the public. Competition among owners 
enhances diversity. 

Based on my experience as a journalist and television 
producer and reporter, I know that media products are people 
driven, in the sense that the quality of the product that the 
consumer receives is a direct reflection of the knowledge, 
expertise, and talent of the individuals who created the product. 
Thus, the more diverse the pool of people putting together the 
product, the higher the quality and the greater the diversity of 
content of the product. In that regard, minority media ownership 
promotes diversity. 

My work in the area of media economics shows that economic 
conditions make it extremely difficult for small owners and 
minorities to obtain significant capital resources to finance a 
media outlet. Even if a mom & pop owner can buy into the market, 
it will be difficult for such an owner to survive in the 
marketplace. For example, small owners may be unable t o  Offer 
bundled services or offer price discounts to advertisers. 
However, the public interest in the media is not served solely by 
maximizing the economic efficiency of media companies. Were it 
so, then media would be no different from any other industry and, 
therefore, would be no more deserving of special constitutional 
protection than automobile dealers or grocery stores. The public 
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interest in media is served by creating high-quality programs that 
are relevant to the civic, social and economic well-being of the 
epecific audience that the media outlet serves. Inherent in that 
role is the idea that there will be canpetition m n g  diverse 
ideas and viewpoints in the infonnation marketplace so that 
citizens may Select for themselves the content, ideas and 
viewpints most valuable to them. 
this purpose alone, that media were granted special protection by 
the Founders of our nation. 
diversity of ownership is an important factor in providing and 
preserving diversity of content and viewpoint. 

Minorities have made great economic strides over the past 2 0 -  
30 years in overcoming discrimination in broadcasting. However, 
when w e  look at radio and television ownership, a significant 
w u n t  of diversity has been lost in the recent past. and thus the 
overall number of minorities owners has declined. Given the 
economic structure of the industry today, the likelihood of a 
significant increase in minority media ownership is very slight 
absent FCC intervention. The increasing levels of consolidation 
have made it difficult for  minorities to break into the industry 
and survive. The logical remedial step would be the 
implementation of significant policies designed to sustain the 
economic viability of minority owned companies. 

It was for this purpose, and 

And my research suggests that 

,- 
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Declaration of Philip M. Napoli 

I, Philip Napoli, respectfully state as follows: 

I am an Assistant Professor of Communications and Media Management at the 
Graduate School of Business, Fordham University. My research interests include 
diversity, localism and minority media. 

Minority ownership should be a necessary goal of structural regularion of the 
media industries. Recent research on minority media ownership has found a significant 
relationship between ownership and content. Thus, there is strong evidence lo support 
the proposition that minority media ownership promotes diversity. Reseerch suggests 
that minority owners ar0 more likely to present content that is targeted to minority 
interests arid concerns. If minorities are excluded from ownership of media outlets, 
these viewpoints are less likely to be represented. 

To the extent that ownership caps are further relaxed. we would probably see a 
further decline in minority owners, as well as a decline in independent and small group 
owners. In addition. there will be fewer available broadcasl stations for minorities to 
purchase, thus pushing minority owners into other media outlets such as the Internet, 
where they will likely reach a smaller audience. 

Minority content providers face fewer barriers lo entry in the Inlernet and other 
new media. There is a common presumption that the availability of a variety of new 
media undermines the need for structural regulation in tradilional media. However, it is 
important to recognize that these new media often do not serve as an effective 
SlJbSlitule for traditional, mass audience media for content providers, audiences, or 
advertisers. 

The Commission should work to offset any adverse impact that further structural 
ownership deregulation may have on minority media ownership and the availability of 
content addressing minority inlerests and concerns. Voluntary efforts within the industry 
lo protect and expand minority participation in media ownership and the availability of 
conten! directed at minority interests may not be sufficient. 

In conclusion, i t  is incumbent upon the FCC to maintain a commitmenl to 
promoting minority modia ownership and the availability of content addressing minority 
interests and concerns Such a commi\ment is central to the Commission’s duty to 
serve the public interest. 
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